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SENATE

MoxpAY, MarcH 5, 1956

(Legislative day of Friday, March 2,
1956)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

O Thou Shepherd of our souls, who
dost neither slumber nor sleep, we come
yearning that Thy completeness may
flow ’round our incompleteness, and
around our restlessness Thy rest.
Though our faces are shadowed by the
tragedies that darken the earth, we lift
them in faith to the light that no dark-
ness can put out. As we spend our years
like a tale that is told, may it be to the
last page a record of service well done, of
duty faced without flinching, of honor
unsullied, and of far horizons of progress
and achievement that ever beckon, as we
fare forth toward journey’s end; and
then when comes the twilight and the
evening star, and our working day is
done, grant us a safe lodging and a holy
rest, and peace at the last; through
Jesus Christ, our Lord. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The legislative clerk read the following
letter:
TUNITED STATES SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D. C., March 5, 1956.
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon, ALBEN W. BARKLEY, a Senator
from the State of Kentucky, to perform the
duties of the Chair during my absence.
‘WALTER F. GEORGE,
President pro tempore.

Mr. BARKLEY thersupon took the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. ELLENDER, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
March 2, 1956, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
Messages in writing from the President
of the United States submitting nomi-
nations were communicated to the Sen-
ate by Mr. Tribbe, one of his secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United States
submitting several nominations, which
were referred to the appropriate com-
mittees.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

- MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
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passed the following bills, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R.9428. An act to provide for the pro-
curement of medical and dental officers of the
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Public Health
Service, and for other purposes; and

H. R. 9429. An act to provide medical care
for dependents of members of the uniformed
services, and for other purposes.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were each read
twice by their titles, and referred to the
Committee on Armed Services:

H. R.9428. An act to provide for the pro-
curement medical and dental officers of the
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Public Health
Service, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 9428, An act to provide medical care
for dependents of members of the uniformed
services, and for other purposes.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION 'OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there may be
the customary morning hour for the
transaction of routine business, with the
usual 2-minute limitation on speeches.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the follow-
ing letters, which were referred as indi-
cated:

REPORT ON CONTRACTS NEGOTIATED BY NA-
TIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERO-
NAUTICS

A letter from the Executive Secretary, Na-
tional Advisory Committee for Aeronautics,
reporting, pursuant to law, that during the
6-month period ended December 31, 1955,
no contracts were negotiated by that Com-
mittee under the provisions of the Armed
Services Procurement Act of 1047; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

REPORTS OF INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION
ADMINISTRATION

A letter from the Deputy Director, Mu-
tual Defense Assistance Control, Interna-
tional Cooperation Administration, Washing-
ton, D. C., transmitting, pursuant to law, the
sizxth and seventh reports of that Admin-
istration, entitled “Soviet Bloc Economic Ac-
tivities in the Free World,” for the second
half of 1954, and “Soviet Deterrents to In-
creased Foreign Trade,” for the first half of
1956 (with accompanying reports); to the
Committee on Foreign Relatlons.

REPORT OF ADMINISTRATOR OF REFUGEE RELIEF
Act

A letter from the Secretary of State, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of the
Administrator of the Refugee Rellef Act of
1953 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

ReporT OF THEODORE ROOSEVELT CENTENNIAL
COMMISSION

A letter from the Vice Chairman, the Theo=
dore Roosevelt Centennial Commission, New
York, N. Y., reporting, pursuant to law, on
the operations of that Commission, for the
celebration in 1958 of the 100th anniversary

of Theodore Roosevelt (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on the Judiciary.
SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN
ALIENS
Three letters from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
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partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant
to law, copies of orders suspending deporta-
tion of certain aliens, together with a state-
ment of the facts and pertinent provisions of
law as to each alien and the reasons for
ordering such suspension (with accompany-
ing papers); to the Committee on the Judi=
[

.

GRANTING OF APPLICATIONS FOR PERMANENT
RESIDENCE FILED BY CERTAIN ALIENS

Two letters from the Commissioner, Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to
law, copies of orders entered granting the
applications for permanent residence filed by
certain allens, together with a statement of
the facts and pertinent provisions of law as
to each alien and the reasons for granting
such applications (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

CONSTRUCTION OF TERMINUS DAM, TULARE
CoUNTY, CALIF,

A letter from the Assistant Chief of Engl-
neers for Civil Works, Department of the
Army, relating to construction of the Termi-
nus Dam, Tulare County, Calif. (with ac-
companying papers); to the Committee on
Public Works.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, ete., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro
tempore:

Resolutions adopted by the Young Re-
publicans of California, at Palo Alto, Calif,,
relating to the administration's efforts to
preserve peace, and so forth; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

A resolution adopted by the Board of Su-
pervisors of the city and county of Hono-
lulu, Hawall, relating to the issuance of ob-
ligation bonds for the construction of cer-
tain public works; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

A resolution adopted by Olympla Counecil
894, Knights of Columbus, Flushing, N. Y.,
favoring the enactment of the so-called
Bricker amendment, relating to the treaty-
making power; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

SEGREGATION IN THE PUBLIC
SCHOOLS—CONCURRENT RESO-
LUTION OF MISSISSIPPI LEGISLA~
TURE

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I hold
here in my hand a copy of Senate Con-
current Resolution 125, recently passed
by the legislature of the State of Mis-
sissippi. The resolution deals with the
recent decisions of the Supreme Court
of the United States on the question of
segregation in the public schools.

Mr. President, this resolution speaks
for itself. It is a resolution of firm re-
solve. It is the resolve of a deeply hurt
people who are hit harder than any other
group of the Nation by the usurped
power exercised by the Supreme Court
in the school segregation cases.

This resolution represents the firm re-
solve of the group of people in Missis- .
sippi who now carry the main burden
of public education for our white and
colored people. The future of public ed-
ucation in Mississippi rests largely on
this group and the people for whom
they speak.

This is the firm resolve of the people
of my State asking the Congress to sub-
mit a constitutional amendment in the
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affirmative, clearly stating that the
power over public education has never
been surrendered by the States, and that
the States still have their rights and
powers to control their public schools
and other State institutions of learning,

The resolution firmly declares the
State will take all appropriate and con-
stitutional measures to void the illegal
encroachments on its powers, and calls
on other States to join in reversing this
trend of judicial legislation that usurps
powers reserved to the States.

Mr. President, the people of Mississippi
speak from their deep inner feelings and
principles. They are not bluffing. They
see a possible repetition of much that
has happened there almost 90 years ago.
But they are not afraid. They calmly
face the days and the problems ahead.

The following words of Governor Cole-
man on his inauguration, January 17,
1956, addressed to those of the Nation
outside Mississippi, represent the think-
ing of the citizens of our great State:

With the indulgence of those present, I
should like now to address a word to the
remainder of the Nation. I want to tell
you that during the next 4 years the full
welght of the government will unfailingly
be used to the end that Mississippi will be a
State of law and not of viclence. I want
to remind you that for over 90 years the
white and the Negro people of Mississippi
have lived side by side in peace and har-
mony. I would like you, our friends out-
side Mississippi, to know that the great over=-
whelming majority of the white people of
Mississippi are not now guilty and never in-
tend to be guilty of any murder, violence,
or any other wrongdoing toward anyone,
History shows that the first white man ever
to be legally hanged in Mississippi was exe-
cuted for the murder of a Negro slave. I
repeat that while we, the people of Missis-
sippi, are unalterably determined as a mat-
ter of right and justice that the necessary
rules of society shall be maintained, we do
not any more approve of viclence and law-
lessness than you do.

We ask you to remember that by reason
of the numbers involved, this problem is
more acute here than in any other State
in the Union. It is not something which can
be viewed with complacency or ignored, and
if you lived in Mississippl and knew the full
situation, you would lock upon it as we do.

Mr. President, I commend the Missis-
sippi Legislature for its timely efforts to
protect and preserve the powers and
rights of the State against usurpation by
the Federal Judiciary, and for its sane
and sensible appeal to other States for
like action. I support them in their
move.

I urge that the Congress heed the
appeal of the State of Mississippi and
other States to stop the encroachments
of the Federal Judiciary upon the powers
of the States, including the proposal of
submitting an amendment to the States
for ratification.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the resolution be included in the body
of the ReEcorp at the end of my remarks,
and that the resolution itself be appro-
priately referred.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=
pore, The concurrent resolution will be
received and appropriately referred;
and, under the rule, the concurrent reso-
lution will be printed in the REcoRD.
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The concurrent resolution was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, as follows:

Senate Concurrent Resolution 125

Concurrent resolution condemning and pro-
testing the usurpation and encroachment
on the reserved powers of the States by
the Supreme Court of the United States
and declaring that its decisions of May
17, 1954, and May 31, 1955, and all similar
decisions are in violation of the Consti-
tutions of the United States and the State
of Mississippl, and are therefore uncon-
stitutional and of no lawful effect with-
in the territorial limits of the State of
Mississippi; declaring that a contest of
powers has arisen between the State of
Mississippi and said Supreme Court and
invoking the historic doctrine of inter-
position to protect the sovereignty of this
and the other States of the Union; and
calling on our sister States and the Con-
gress for redress of grievances as provided
by law; and for other purposes
Be it resolved by the Senate of the State

of Mississippi (the House of Representatives
concurring therein), That the Legislature of
Mississippl unequivocally expresses a firm
determination to maintain and defend the
Constitution of the United States, and the
constitution of this State, against every at-
tempt, whether foreign or domestic, to un-
dermine and destroy the fundamental prin-
ciples, embodied in our basic law by which
this Government was established, and by
which the liberty of the people and the sov-
ereignty of the Btates, in their proper
spheres, have been long protected and guar-
anteed;

That the Legislature of Mississippi ex-
plicitly and peremptorily declares and main-
tains that the powers of the Federal Gov-
ernment emanate solely from the compact,
to which the States are principals, as limited
by the plain sense and long recognized in-
tention of the instrument creating that
compact;

That the Legislature of Mississippl firmly
asserts that the powers of the Federal Gov-
ernment are limited, and valid only to the
extent that these powers have been con-
ferred as enumerated in the compact to
which the varlous States assented originally
and to which the States have consented in
subsequent amendments valldly ratified;

That the inherent nature of this basic
compact, apparent upon its face, is that the
ratifying States, parties thereto, have
agreed voluntarily to confer certain of their
sovereign rights, but only specific sovereign
rights, to a Federal Government thus con-
stituted; and that all powers not delegated
to the United States by the Constitution,
nor prohibited by it to the States, have been
reserved to the States respectively, or to the
people.

That the State of Misslssippl has at no
time, through the fourteenth amendment to
the Constitution of the United States, or in
any manner whatsoever delegated to the
Federal Government its right to educate and
nurture its youth and its power and right
of control over its schools, colleges, educa-
tional and other public institutions and fa-
cilities, and to prescribe the rules, regula-
tions and conditions under which they shall
be conducted;

That the aggrandizement of powers by the
Federal Government has grown far beyond
that ever conceived by the authors of our
Constitution, that the seizure and concen-
tration therein of powers not granted by
the compact under which the several States
entered this Union, and particularly that by
which Mississippi entered the Union on De-
cember 10, 1817, threaten to reduce these
sovereign States to mere satellites, and to
subject us to the tyranny of centralized
government, so rightfully abhorred by the
founders, and for the prevention of which
they exercised their finest genius;
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That in late years the encroachment upon
the reserved rights of the States and of the
Ppeople has grown apace, and the proponents
of the acts of encroachment have grown so
emboldened that not one of the sister States
and its people have escaped the oppressive
hand thereof: In the destruction of their
vested property rights; abridgments of their
liberties; control of their institutions, habits,
manners, and morals by centralized bu-
reaucratic instrumentalities; and in fact by
various wrongful and obtrusive acts, too
numerous to be here documented, but so
consistently characterized by an oppressive
course of action so as to seriously threaten
to completely destroy our constitutional
processes and substitute in lieu thereof
ideologies foreign to the soil of our beloved

That one of the noblest characteristics of
our people is the reverent respect for and
obedience to the courts of law and justice,
and that which more than any other has en-
nobled our institutions of government, and
ought to be challenged only with the most
dreadful reluctance, still it should be
solemnly and firmly declared that the hand
of tyranny ought to be stayed from what-
soever source it might strike; ’

That we profess an undying attachment to
and a warm regard and respect for the sister
States, and for this Union, which, through
unwarranted and unconstitutional action of
the Supreme Court, is fastly being dissolved
by usurpation of powers reserved to the
States and transferring them to an all-power-
ful centralized Government which, unless
halted, will reduce the States to impotent
vassals, sheared of all rights and powers
except those received at the sufferance of the
Federal Government;

That a question of contested power has
arisen; the Supreme Court of the United
Btates asserts, for its part, that the States
did in fact prohibit unto themselves the
power to maintain racially separate public
institutions, and the State of Mississippi for
its part asserts that it and its sister States
have never delegated such rights;

That the flagrant assertion upon the part
of the Supreme Court of the United States,
accompanied by threats of coercion and com-
pulsion against the sovereign States of this
Union, constitutes a deliberate, palpable, and
dangerous attempt by the Court to usurp the
exercise of powers not granted to it;

That the Legislature of Mississippi asserts
that whenever the Federal Government at-
tempts to engage in the deliberate, palpable,
and dangerous exercise of powers not granted
to it, the States who are parties to the com-
pact have the right, and are in duty bound,
to interpose for arresting the progress of the
evil, and for maintaining, within their re-
spective limits, the authorities, rights, and
liberties appertaining to them;

That failure on the part of this State thus
to assert its clear rights would be construed
as acquiescence in the surrender thereof, and
that such submissive acquiescence to the
seizure of one right would in the end lead
to the surrender of all rights, and inevitably
to the consolidation of the States into one
sovereignty, contrary to the sacred compact
by which this Union of States was created;

That the question of contested power as-
serted in this resolution is not within the
province of the Court to determine because
the Court itself seeks to usurp the powers
which have been reserved to the States, and,
therefore, under these circumstances, the
Judgment of all of the parties to the compact
must be sought to resolve the question; that
the Supreme Court is not a party to this com-
pact, but a creature of the compact, and the
guestion of contested power cannot be settled
by the creature seeking to usurp the power,
but by the parties to the compact who are
the people of the respective States in whom
ultimate sovereignty finally reposes; be it
further .
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Resolved, That in order that relief be ob-
tained and the wrongs and injuries inflicted
be alleviated, we invite all of our sister States
to join in taking such steps as are necessary
to settle the grave question of contested
sovereignty herein ralsed; the State of Mis-
sissippl declares that the Congress has the
duty and authority to protect the rights of
the States from the unwarranted encroach-
ment upon their reserved powers to govern
the Internal and domestic affalrs of the
States; the State of Mississippi further as-
serts that the Congress has, on many oc=-
caslons in the past, curbed the attempted en=
croachment by the judiciary upon the legis-
lative and executive branches of government,
and it is the responsibility of the Congress
likewise to protect the States when their con-
stitutional rights and privileges are endan-
gered.

The State of Mississippl declares emphati-
cally that the sovereign States of the Nation
have never surrendered their rights and pow-
ers to control their public schools, colleges,
and other public institutions; therefore,
when an attempt is made to usurp these
powers, the people of Mississippi object and
refuse to be so deprived, reminding the Con-
gress that the preservation of this Union of
States, as the compact intended it should be,
depends upon the preservation of the sover-
eignty of the States.

The compact Intended ours to be a Gov-
ernment of the people, for the people, and
above all, a Government by the people; if
the right to govern and control the local
affairs to decide questions of public health,
morals, education, and safety are taken from
the States, then a fatal blow has been dealt
Btate sovereignty and the States are nothing
more than vassal provinces, subject to a Cen=-
tral Government.

The State of Mississipp! declares that it is
the duty and privilege of a State to object
to the aforesaid invasion of its rights and
does hereby interpose its sovereignty to pro-
tect these rights; it is the duty of the Con-
gress to halt such practices and save these
rights; and if such cannot be obtained other
than by amendment to the Federal Constitu-
tion, we appeal to the Congress, in the exer-
cise of the power granted under article 5 of
the Constitution, to initiate and submit an
appropriate amendment direct to the 48
States for ratification by three-fourths of the
legislatures thereof, declaring that the States
have never surrendered their rights and pow-
ers to control their public schools, colleges,
and other public institutions and facilities
to the Federal Government, or any depart-
ment or agency thereof, but such powers are
reserved to the States; and until such time
as these wrongs are righted, we do hereby
declare the decisions and order of the Su-
preme Court of the United States of May 17,
1954, and May 31, 1955, to be a usurpation of
power reserved to the several States and do
declare, as a matter of right, that said de-
clsions are in violation of the Constitution
of the United States and the State of Mis-
sissippi, and therefore, are considered uncon-
stitutional, invalld and of no lawful effect
within the confines of the State of Mississippi.

We declare, further, our firm intention to
take all appropriate measures honorably and
constitutionally available to us, to void this
illegal encroachment upon our rights, and
we do hereby urge our sister States to take
prompt and deliberate actlon to check fur-
ther encroachment by the Federal Govern-
ment, through judicial legislation, upon the
reserved powers of all States, J
 The Governor of Mississippi is respectfully
requested to transmit a copy of this resolu-
tion to the President of the United States,
the Governor of each of the other States,
and to the Members of Congress and the
Supreme Court of ‘the United States.
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By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and Mr,
BALTONSTALL) 3
Resolutions of the House of Representa=
tives of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts;
to the Committee on Armed Services:

“Resolutions memorializing Congress and
the Secretary of Defense to prevent the
reduction of production and personnel
at the Watertown Arsenal
“Whereas the present administration plan

is to reduce the production and personnel of

the $100 million ordnance plant, Watertown

Arsenal, in Watertown, Mass.; and
“Whereas the members of the house of

representatives believe in industrial pre-

paredness for modern war with the most
scientific weapons to maintain peace in these
times; and

“Whereas the Department of Defense is
giving important guided-missile and new-
weapons work to private industrial firms
which do not have the know-how, adding
additional tax burden to American citizens;
and

“Whereas Watertown Arsenal and the New

England area is noted for its skilled artisans,

technicians and scientific personnel and is

the center of the world's greatest concentra-
tion of electronic educational and training
facilities; and

“Whereas the loss of the $15 million annual
payroll of Watertown Arsenal in this area
would drastically add to the economic plight
of an already injured New England economy;
and

‘“Whereas the present and proposed future
cutbacks in work at Watertown arsenal is al-
ready harming and will further economically
damage the small-business structure in New

England; and
“Whereas Watertown Arsenal is capable

and ready to produce gulded missiles and the

new family of defense weapons; and
“Whereas the skill of the scientists and
technictans at the Watertown Arsenal, who
have pioneered in major metallurgical and
scientific developments for decades, have
won national and international aceclaim; and
“Whereas the dissipation of these highly
skilled ordnance artisans and workers dur-
ing these uncertain times will work to the
detriment of the defense of the Nation as

a whole; and
“Whereas the house of representatives find

irreconcilable an increased national defense

budget request in the billions for the com-
ing fiscal year, while being without any pro-
duction planning and intelligent utiliza-
tion for Watertown Arsenal’s $100 million
modernized plant, machine tools, foundry,
assembly buildings and laboratories with the
finest sclentific testing equipment, staff,
skills, and know-how; and

““Whereas the house of representatives find
it unreasonable to all the people of the

United States, who are taxpayers, the ignor-

ing and sinking of vital ordnance plants in

New England: Therefore be it
“Resolved, That the House of Representa-

tives of Massachusetts urgently requests that

the Congress of the United States take such
action as may be necessary to prevent the re-
duction of production and personnel at the

Watertown Arsenal; and be it further
“Resolved, That the Secretary of Defense

rescind any order or plan to reduce produc-

tion and personnel at the vitally important

Watertown Arsenal ordnance installation,

and provide it with work in the guided-mis-

sile and new-weapons field from already ap-
propriated funds of the defense budget, thus
working for the best interest of the United

States of America; and be it further
“Resolved, That copies of these resolutions

be sent forthwith by the Secretary of the

Commonwealth to the President of the

United States, to the Becretary of Defense

to the presiding officer of each branch of

Congress, and to each Member thereof from

this Commonwealth.”

March 5

LITHUANIAN- INDEPENDENCE—
PROCLAMATIONS

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp, two proclamations issued in
Boston, Mass., on the occasion of the
38th anniversary of the independence of
Lithuania,

There being no objection, the procla-

mations were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

ProcrLAMATION BY HIS EXCELLENCY CHRISTIAN
A. HERTER, GOVERNOR, THE COMMONWEALTE
OF MASSACHUSETTS

Whereas the Lithuanian Taryba in Vilna
on February 16, 1918, proclaimed to the world
in the oldest living European language the
rebirth of a free and independent Lithuania
after 120 years of Russian occupation; and

Whereas Lithuania during a score of years
of independence demonstrated her ability to
advance, grow and prosper, and to become an
active member of the League of Nations;
and

Whereas the people of Lithuanian origin
or descent have helped this country to estab-
lish its independence and then contributed
their share in the development of its natural
resources, industry, and life; and

Whereas Lithuania with her sister repub-
lics of Latvia and Estonia were the first to
disappear behind the Iron Curtain and to
suffer and expose the aggressive imperialism
of Soviet Russia and thus to apprize the
world of the aims and technique of commu-
nism: and

Whereas this country has demonstrated
our sincere devotion to freedom, liberty, and
justice by not recognizing the Communist
occupation of Lithuania and most recently
in the message of President Eisenhower to
Bulganin that the enslaved people should be
freed for genuine world peace; and

Whereas the United States Government
continues to recognize the Envoy Extraordi-
nary and Minister Plenipotentiary and the
consuls of the Republic of Lithuania and to
assure the brave Lithuanian people that they
are not alone in their struggle against com-
munism.

Now, therefore, I, Christian A, Herter, Gov-
ernor of the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts, being mindful of the respect and sym-
pathy of our citizens for the people of Lithu-
ania, do hereby designate and proclaim
Thursday, February 16, 1956, as Republic of
Lithuania Day in Massachusetts, and I do
hereby request all people of this Common-
wealth to join with our neighbors of Lithu-
anian ancestry and descent in the hope and
prayer that liberty and freedom will again
be theirs to celebrate on independence day
with its complete connotation and glory.

Given at the executive chamber in Boston,
this 8th day of February, in the year of our
Lord 1956, and of the independence of the
United States of America, the 180th.

By His Excellency the Governor:

CHRISTIAN A. HERTER.
. Epwarp J. CRONIN,
Secretary of the Commonwealth.

PROCLAMATION—REPUBLIC OF LITHUANIA DAY,
FEBRUARY 16, 1956

A yvear ago today, it was my pleasure as
mayor of the city of Boston to issue a procla-
mation on the occasion of the 37th anniver-
sary of the independence of Lithuania,

On that occasion I noted the tragic facts
of the oppression and incorporation of Lith-
uania into the orbit of Sovlet imperialism.

As we recall the early history of our own
country, our experiences were similar. Yet,
however great were the hardships of our
forebears, how enduring and trying their suf-
ferings, the knowledge that at one time
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America would be free and a fine country
to live in, was never lost from mind.

On this 38th anniversary of Lithuania’s
independence there is little cause for rejoic-
ing or celebration, but every Lithuanian may
recall with pride the glories of Lithuania
during the middle ages and under Vytautas,
they were the foremost state of all Europe.
No people in all the world have ever given
more convincing evidence of their capacity
for successful self-government than the peo-
ple of Lithuania following their independ-
ence 38 years ago.

One may be sure that the brave people of
Lithuania are determined that they shall
not be subjugated. We pay deserved tribute
today to these Lithuanians whose persever-
ance and continued resistance to commu-
nism will one day restore their homeland to
the status of a free and independent nation.

Now, therefore, I, John B. Hynes, mayor
of the city of Boston, do hereby proclaim the
16th day of February 1956, to be Republie of
Lithuania Day and urge the citizens of the
city of Boston to cooperate in the observance
of this occasion.

Jonw B. HYNES,
Mayor of Boston.

Attest:

WALTER J. MALLOY,
City Clerk.

REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The following reports of a committee
were submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, without amendment:

8.572. A bill for the relief of Mr. and Mrs.
Delio A. Loo Murgas (Rept. No. 1610);

8.1240. A bill for the relief of Imre de
Cholnoky (Rept. No. 1611);

S.1701. A bill for the relief of Hildegard
Bilvonen (Rept. No. 1612);

8.1733. A bill for the relief of Stanislaw
Argasinski (Rept. No. 1613);

S.1900. A bill for the relief of Helen Agnes
Blals (Junko Furakawa) (Rept. No. 1616);

S.2103. A bill for the relief of Anke Naber
(Rept. No. 1617);

S.2243. A bill for the relief of Mary Boone
Lacson (Rept. No. 1618);

5. 23217, A bill for the relief of Takako Iba
(Rept. No. 1619);

S.2371.'A bill for the relief of Charles
Black, also known as Joseph Clark (Rept. No.
1620) ;

5. 2‘!381. A bill for the relief of Dr. Mah-
mood Sajjadi (Rept. No. 1621);

B.2399. A bill for the relief of Hua-Tung
Lee (Gordon Lee) and his wife, Chi-Wan
Mow Lee (Jane Lee) (Rept. No. 1622);

85.2414. A bill for the relief of Lina Diaz
(Rept. No. 1623); and

H.R.3037. An act for the relief of Jakob
Hass, Roza Hass, and Mala Hass (Rept. No.
1615).

By) Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, with an amendment:

8. 1762. A bill for the relief of Rudolf Fritz
Liermann (Rept. No. 1614).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session,

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee on
the Judiciary:

Richard H. Levet, of New York, to be
United States district judge for the southern
district of New York, vice John C. Knox;
and

Justin C. Morgan, of New York, to be
United States district judge for the western
district of New York, vice John Enight.
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BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. ENOWLAND:

S8.3351. A bill for the relief of Yamato
Masatsugu; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. IVES (for himself, Mr. ALLOTT,
Mr. BENDER, Mr. PUrTELL, and Mr.
BusH) :

8.3352. A bill to prohibit discrimination
on account of sex in the payment of wages
by employers having employees engaged in
commerce or in the production of goods for
commerce, and to provide procedures for as-
sisting employees in collecting wages lost by
reason of any such discrimination; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

(See the remarks of Mr. Ivis when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

By Mr. BRICKER:

S.3353. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain property of the United States
to the village of Carey, Ohio; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

By Mr. THYE:

8.3354. A bill for the relief of Jelena
Simicevic; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. YOUNG:

5.3355. A bill to authorize loans to owners
of housing accommodations on farms for the
purpose of assisting in the acquisition of ade-
quate facilities for providing and using water
in such accommodations; to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. DANIEL (for himself and Mr.
JouNsoN of Texas):

85.3356. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Navy or his designee to convey a 240.55-
acre tract of land situated near the city of
Grand Prairie, in Dallas County, Tex., to the
State of Texas; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. GREEN (for himself and Mr.
PASTORE) :

5.3357. A bill to direct the SBecretary of the
Army to convey certain property located
at Boston Neck, Narragansett, Washington
County, R. I., to the State of Rhode Island;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. HOLLAND:

S.3358. A hbill for the relief of Hewey
Malachi Mackey; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

S.3359. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Mar-
jore Collins; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. MONRONEY (for himself and
Mr. KERR) :

8.3360. A bill to provide for the transfer
of a certain tract of land to the Secretary of
the Army for use as a part of the Fort 8ill
Military Reservation, Fort Sill, Okla.; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. CARLSON:

5.3361. A bill for the rellef of Egbert
Carlsson; to the Commitiee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. KEENNEDY (for himself, Mr.
HuMPHREY, Mr. THURMOND, and Mr,
CorToN) @

5.3362. A bill to simplify accounting, fa-
cilitate the payment of obligations, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

(See the remarks of Mr, KENNEDY when he
introduced the above bill, which appear under
& separate heading.)

By Mr. MAGNUSON:

5.8363. A bill for the relief of Miroslav
Slovak; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

S.3364. A bill for the relief of Roberto
Mario Bettinzoli; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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By Mr. MAGNUSON (by t) ¢

5.3365. A bill to amend section 410 of the
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, to
change the requirements for obtaining a
Ifreight-forwarder permit;

8.3366. A bill to amend section 409 of the
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, to
authorize contracts between freight for-
warders and railroads for the movement of
trailers on flatcars; and

5. 3367. A bill to amend section 411 of the
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, with
respect to relationships between freight for-
warders and other common carriers; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce,

DISPOSITION OF FEDERALLY
OWNED LANDS FOR AGRICUL-
TURAL PURPOSES

Mr. CAPEHART submitted the fol-
lowing resolution (S. Res. 224), which
was referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry:

Resolved, That it is hereby declared to be
the sense of the Senate (A) that after the
date on which this resolution is agreed to,
no agreement shall be entered into by any
department, agency, or instrumentality of
the Federal Government for the rental or
leasing of any lands under its jurisdiction
to any private person, assoclation, or cor-
poration, if such lands are to be used by
such person, association, or corporation for
any agricultural purpose, except grazing, and
(B) that when any department, agency, or
instrumentality of the Federal Government
has lands under its jurisdiction which are in
excess to its needs and which are suitable
for agrieultural use, such lands should be
disposed of in accordance with the existing
laws providing for the disposition of fed-
erally owned real property.

FEDERAL EQUAL PAY ACT

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself, the junior Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. Arrorrl, the junior Senator
from Ohio [Mr. BEnpEr], and the Sena-
tors from Connecticut [Mr. Busa and
Mr. PurteLL], I introduce, for appropri-
ate reference, a bill to prohibit discrirai-
nation on account of sex in the payment
of wages by employers having employees
engaged in commerce or in the produc-
tion of goods for commerce.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
may be kept on the desk until next Mon-
day—1 week—in order that any Senator
who may care to associate himself as a
sponsor may have that opportunity.

This bill provides that a man and a
woman who perform the same work, or
comparable work, in the same establish~
ment must be paid at the same rate,
taking into consideration performance
and length of service. President Eisen-
hower in his state of the Union message
on January 5 of this year stated:

Legislation to apply the principle of equal
pay for equal work without discrimination
because of sex is a matter of simple justice.

This bill is designed to carry out this
recommendation of the President to the
Congress.

Although many States, including my
own, have enacted equal pay legislation,
a substantial number of States have
failed to do so. The establishment by
the Congress of the United States of
equal pay legislation would serve as a
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guide to all employers throughout the
country. Women workers, who con-
stitute almost one-third of the labor
force in the United States, would be the
principal beneficiaries. Moreover, the
provisions o{ this bill would not affect
collective bargaining in any way, but
would merely protect female employees
against wage discrimination.

I ask unanimous consent to have

printed in the REcorp, at this point in
my remarks, the text of the bill and a
short explanation of its provisions.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the bill and explanation will be
printed in the REcorb.

The bill (S. 3352) to prohibit disecrim-
fnation on account of sex in the payment
of wages by employers having employees
eéngaged in commerce or in the produc-
tion of goods for commerce, and to pro-
vide procedures for assisting employees
in collecting wages lost by reason of any
such discrimination, introduced by Mr.
Ives (for himself and other Senators),
was received, read twice by its title, re-
ferred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, and ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be
cited as the “Federal Equal Pay Act.”

FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF POLICY

Sec. 2. (a) The Congress hereby finds that
the existence in industries engaged in com-
merce or in the production of goods for
commerce of wage differentials based on
m—

(1) depresses wages and living standards
of employees necessary for their health and
efficiency;

(2) prevents the maximum utilization of
the available labor resources;

(8) tends to cause labor disputes, thereby
burdening, affecting, and obstructing com-
merce; p

(4) burdens commerce and the free flow
of goods in commerce;
~ (5) constitutes an unfair method of com-
petition.

(b) It is hereby declared to be the policy
of this act, through the exercise by Congress
of its power to regulate commerce among the
several States and with foreign nations, to
correct the conditions above referred to in
such industries.

PROHIBITION OF WAGE-RATE DIFFERENTIAL BASED
ON SEX

Sec. 3. No employer having employees en-
gaged in commerce or in the production of
goods for commerce shall discriminate, in
any place of employment in which his em-
ployees are so engaged, between employees on
the basis of sex by paying wages to any em-
ployee at a rate less than the rate at which
he pays wages to employees of the opposite
sex for work of comparable character on jobs
the performance of which requires compara-
ble skills, except where such payment is made
pursuant to a seniority or merit increase
system which does not discriminate on the
basis of sex.

ADMINISTRATION

Sec.4. (a) The Secretary—

(1) shall prescribe such regulations as he
deems necessary and appropriate for the ad=-
ministration of this act, including regula-
tions to provide standards for determining
work of comparable character on jobs the
performance of which requires comparable
skills; and
- {(2) may investigate and gather data re-
garding the wages, hours, and other condi-
tions and practices of employment in any
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industry subject to this act, and may enter
and inspect such places and such records
{and make such transeriptions thereof),
question such employees, and investigate
such faects, conditions, practices, and matters
as he may deem necessary or appropriate
to determine whether any person has vio-
lated any provision of this act, or which may
aid in the enforcement of the provisions of
this act; and

(3) shall bring all actions under section 9
to restrain violations of this act. Attorneys
appointed by, or under the authority of, the
Secretary may appear for and represent the
Secretary in any litigation but all such liti-
gation shall be subject to the direction and
control of the Attorney General.

(b) For the purpose of any hearing or in-
vestigation provided for in this act, the pro-
visions of sections 9 and 10 (relating to the
attendance of witnesses and the production
of books, papers, and documents) of the
Federal Trade Commisison Act of September
16, 1914, as amended (U, 8. C., 1952 edition,
title 15, secs. 49 and 50), are hereby made
applicable to the jurisdiction, powers, and
duties of the Secretary.

WAGE RESTITUTION AND LIQUIDATED DAMAGES

Bec. 5. Any emnloyer who violates section
3 of this act shall be liable to each employee

affected in the amount of the wages of which

such employee is deprived by reason of such
violation, and in an additional equal amount
as liquidated damages: Provided, That in
any action brought under section 6 (a) to
recover such unpaid wages, if the employer
shows to the satisfaction of the court that
the act or omission giving rise to such action
was in good faith and that he had reasonable
grounds for believing that his act or omission
was not a violation of section 3, the court
may, in its sound discretion, award no ligui-

dated damages or award any amount thereof

not to exceed the amount specified in this
section.
ENFORCEMENT

Eec. 6. (a) Action to recover any amount
for which an employer is liable under section
6 may be maintained in any court of com-
petent jurisdiction by any one or more af-
fected employees for and in behalf of himself
or themselves and other employees similarly
situated. No employee shall be a party plain=
tiff to any such action unless he has given
his consent in writing to become such a party
and such consent is filed in the court in
which such action is brought. The court in
such action shall, in addition to any judg-
ment awarded to the plaintiff or plaintiffs,
allow a reasonable attorney’s fee to be paid
by the defendant, and costs of the action,

(b) The Secretary is authorized to super-
vise the payment of any amounts of unpaid
wages for which an employer is liable under
section 5, and the agreement of any employee
to pt such pay t shall upon payment
in full constitute a waiver by such employee
of any right of action he may have under
subsection (a) to recover such amounts and
any additional amount as liguidated dam-
ages. When a written request is filed by any
employee with the Secretary claiming any
amount as unpaid wages owing under section
5, the Secretary may.bring an action in any
court of competent jurisdiction to recover
such amount. The consent of any employee
to the bringing of any such action by the
Secretary, unless such action is dismissed
without prejudice on motlon of the Secre-
tary, shall constitute a walver by such em-
ployee of any right of action he may have
with respect to the claim and any additional
amount as llguidated damages under sub-
section (a). -Any sums recovered by the Sec-
retary on behalf of an employee in an action
brought under this subsection shall be held
in a special deposit account and shall be paid,
on order of the Secretary, directly to the
employee. Any such sums not pald to an
employee because of inability to do’'so within
a period of 3 years shall be covered into the
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Treasury of the United States as miscella~
neous receipts. y
(c) Any action commenced under this sec-
tion shall be barred unless commenced
within 2 years after the cause of action
accrues,
POSTING

Sec. 7. A copy of this act or, if approved
by the Secretary, a poster explaining its pro-
visions shall be displayed conspicuously by
every employer in each place of employment
in which he employs any employees to whom
this act applies.

UNLAWFUL DISCHARGE OR DISCRIMINATION;
PENALTIES

Sec. 8. (a) It shall be unlawful for any.
person to discharge or in any other manner
discriminate against any employee because
such employee has filed any complaint or
instituted any proceeding under this act, or
has testified or is about to testify in any such
proceeding, or has furnished information
or is about to furnish information in con-
nection with the enforcement of this act.

(b) Any person who wilfully violates the
provisions of subsection (a) shall be fined not
more than $10,000 or imprisoned for not more
than 6 months, or both; but no person shall
be imprisoned under this section except for
an offense committed after the conviction of
such person for a prior offense under this
subsection.

(¢) The United States district courts,
together with the District Court for the Ter-
ritory of Alaska, the United Btates District
Court for the District of the Canal Zone, the
Distriet Court of the Virgin Islands, and the
District Court of Guam, shall have jurisdic-
tion of criminal proceedings for violations of
this section.

INJUNCTION PROCEEDINGS

Scc. 9. The United States district courts,
fogether with the District Court for the Ter-
ritory of Alaska, the United States District
Court for the District of the Canal Zone, the
District Court of the Virgin Islands and the
District Court of Guam, shall have jurisdic-
tion, for cause shown, to restrain violations
of section 3, section 7, or section 8, or any of
the provisions of the regulations of the Sec-
retary issued under section 4.

DEFINITIONS

£ec. 10. As used in this act—

(a) “Secretary” means the Secretary of
Labor, United States Department of Labor.

(b) “Person” means an individual, part-
nership, assoclation, corporation, Dusiness
trust, legal representative, or any organized
group of persons.

(c) “Commerce” means trade, commerce,
transportation, transmission, or communi-
cation among the several States or between
any State and any place outside thereof.

(d) “State’” means any State of the United
Btates, the District of Columbia, the outer
Continental Shelf describe in Public Law 212,
83d Congress (67 Stat. 462), or any Territory
or possession subject to the exercise by the
United States of sovereign rights, powers, or
authority.

(e} "Employer” includes any person act-
ing directly or indirectly in the interest of
an employer in relation to an employee but
shall not include the United States or any
State or political subdivision of a State, or
any labor organization (other than when
acting as an employer), or anyone acting in
the capacity of officer or agent of such labor
organization.

(f) “Employee” includes any individual
employed by an employer.

(g) “Employ™ includes to suffer or permit
to work.

(h) “Goods" means goods (including ships
and marine equipment), wares, products,
commodities, merchandise, or articles or
subjects of commerce of any -character,
or any part or Ingredient thereof, but
does not include goods after their delivery
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into the actual physical possession of the
ultimate consumer thereof other than a pro-
ducer, manufacturer, or processor thereof.

(1) “Produced” nreans produced, manufac-
tured, mined, handled, or in any other man-
ner worked on in any State; and for the pur-
poses of this act an employer shall be deemed
to have been engaged in the production of
goods if such employee was employed in
producing, manufacturing, mining, han-
dling, transporting, or in any other manner
working on such goods, or in any closely
related process or occupation directly essen-
tial to the production thereof, in any State.

(}) “Wage” paid to any employee includes
the reasonable cost, as determined by the
Secretary to the employer of furnishing such
employee with board, lodging, or other fa-
cilitles, if such board, lodging, or other fa-
cilities are customarily furnished by such
employer to his employees.

APPROPRIATION

8ec. 11. There are authorized to be appro-

priated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this act.

EFFECTIVE DATE

8ec. 12. This act shall take effect 120 days
after the date of enactment.

The statement and analysis, presented
by Mr. IvEs, is as follows:

STATEMENT IN EXPLANATION OF THE PROVISIONS
OF PROVIDING EQUAL Pay WiTHOUT DISCRIM-
INATION ON ACCOUNT OF SEX IN INTERSTATE
EMPLOYMENT

The purpose of this proposal is to provide
a means within the scope of the Federal reg-
ulatory power to eliminate discrimination
in wage rates based on sex where men and
women are performing comparable work for
the same employer.

The proposal would ‘apply to employers
whose employees are engaged in commerce
or in the production of goods for interstate
commerce. The administration of the act
would be vested in the Secretary of Labor
and procedures of enforcement and wage
collection authorized similar to these now
utilized by the Department of Labor in the
administration of the Fair Labor Standards
Act.

The payment of lower wage rates to work-
ers of one sex for the same or comparable
work as that performed by the other sex has
an undesirable effect on the economic life
of the entire Nation. Such practices tend to
affect adversely the general purchasing power
and the standards of living of workers. Un-
falr competitive advantages are enjoyed by
employers who pay discriminatory wage rates
based on sex. In addition to the tangible
economic ills caused by discriminatory wage
practices, such practices violate fundamental
principles of justice and impair the prestige
of the United States in international affairs.

A mnondiscriminatory wage level makes
possible the maximum utilization of worker
skills. This, together with collateral bene-
fits, such as morale improvement, may stim-
ulate production and lessen the effects of
unfair competition.

It is of great importance that Congress
eradicate discriminatory pay practices in
interstate commerce.

EquaL PAY PROPOSAL—SECTION-BY-SECTION
ANALYSIS

Section 1: Title of act: Establishes short
title of Federal Equal Pay Act.

Section 2: Findings and declaration of pol-
icy: Enumerates undesirable conditions in
interstate commerce resulting from payment
of wage differentials based on sex and inten-
tion of Congress to correct such conditions.

Section 3: Prohibition of wage rate differ-
ential based on sex: Prohibits employers hav-
ing employees engaged in commerce or in the
production of goods for commerce from dis-
criminating on the basis of sex, in payment
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of wages in any place of employment in
which their employees are so engaged. The
language descriptive of proposed coverage
and the supporting definitions in section 10
are phrased to make available precedents
established under the Fair Labor Standards
Act in determining coverage under the pro-
posed legislation.

Bection 4: Administration: Authorizes the
Secretary of Labor to issue rules and regula-
tions, make investigations regarding compli-
ance with the act, issue subpenas, and re-
strain violations. These provisions are large-
ly adapted from similar provisions of the
Fair Labor Standards Act.

Section 5: Wage restitution and liguidated
damages: Provides that employers who vio-
late the act shall be liable for wages for
which an employee is deprived and for not
more than an additional egqual amount as
liguidated damages. The liability in em-
ployee suits for unpaid wages and liquidated
damages is like that now provided by the
Fair Labor Standards Act, as modified by
section 11 of the Portal-to-Portal Act.

Section 6: Enforcement: Authorizes em-
ployee suits to recover amount of employer
liability under section 5. Authorizes Secre-
tary to supervise payment of wages withheld
in violation of the act and to bring suits for
such wages in behalf of employees upon their
request. The recovery of unpaid wages, but
not liquidated damages, is authorized in
sults by the Secretary of Labor or by ad-
ministrative action in supervising employer
payments. Establishes a 2-year period of
limitation for commencing recovery action
after cause accrues.

Sectlon 7: Posting: Requires employer to
post copy of act or official poster explaining
its provisions in each place of employment
where act applies.

Section 8: Unlawful discharge or discrim-
ination and penalties: Makes its unlawful
willfully to discharge or discriminate against
any employee assisting in the enforcement of
the act. Upon a second conviction for such
discharge, or discrimination, imposes a crim-
inal penalty. Provides that the United States
district courts will have jurisdiction of crim-
inal proceedings for violation of this section.

Bection 9: Injunction proceedings: Pro-
vides that the United States district courts
will have jurisdiction to restrain violations
of the act or regulations issued under it.

Section 10: Definitions: Defines terms used
in the act principally as defined in the Fair
Labor Standards Act.

Section 11: Appropriation: Authorizes nec-
essary appropriations to ecarry out act.

Section 12: Effective date: Provides that
act will take effect 120 days after passage.

SIMPLIFICATION OF FEDERAL
ACCOUNTING

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself, the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. HumpPHREY], the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND]I,
and the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Corronl, I introduce, for .appro-
priate reference, a bill to simplify ac-
counting, facilitate the payment of obli-
gations, and for other purposes.
proposed legislation implements two of
the second Hoover Commission’s recom-
mendations relating to the governmental
budget and accounting.

This bill would expedite the payment
of delayed bills where appropriations
have lapsed, and improve the Govern-
ment’s accounting and reporting system.

It would authorize the various agen-
cies of Government to pay undisputed
bills chargeable to expired and lapsed
appropriations in precisely the same
manner as bills payable from currently
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available appropriations. This will be
accomplished by repealing existing re-
quirements that all obligations charge-
able to lapsed appropriations, shall be
certified by the General Accounting.
Office, in advance of payment as legally
due and payable from the lapsed appro-
priations; by permitting agencies on an
indefinite basis to retain obligated bal-
ances of all appropriations made to
them; and by specifically granting au-
thority to the agencies to pay prior year
obligations, from the retained balances
through regular disbursing channels.
These payments would be audited by the
General Accounting Office.

As a result of the changes proposed by
the bill, the General Accounting Office
would discontinue the maintenance of
approximately 35,000 detailed ledger ac-
counts which are largely duplicative of
accounting records also required to be
maintained in the several agencies.
Professional claims adjudicators and
supporting personnel now utilized by
General Accounting Office in reexamin-
ing and certifying for payment bills
which previously have been examined
and acknowledged by the agencies con-
cerned, as due and payable, will be avail-
able for assignment to more productive
endeavors.

Mr. President, I am assured, if en-
acted into law, this bill will make possible
substantial savings in manpower and ad-
ministrative expenses, modernize Gov-

- ernment accounting, and effectuate the

Hoover Commission recommendations in-
this important area.

The ACTING FPRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred. !

The bill (8. 3362) to simplify account-
ing, facilitate the payment of obligations,
and for other purposes, introduced by
Mr. Kennepy (for himself, Mr. Hum-
PHREY, Mr. THURMOND, and Mr. COTTON),
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1956—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. WILLIAMS submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to
the bill (S. 3183) to provide an improved
farm program, which was ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

Mr. ANDERSON submitted an amend-~
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to
Senate bill 3183, supra, which was or-
dered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

Mr. MURRAY (for himself and Mr.
EEFAUVER) submitted an amendment, in-
tended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to Senate bill 3183, supra, which was or-
dered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

Mr. MURRAY (for Mr. KEFAUVER)
submitted an amendment, intended to
be proposed by Mr. KEFAUVER to Senate
bill 3183, supra, which was ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

Mr. CAPEHART submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him
to Senate bill 3183, supra, which was or-
dered to lie on the table and to be
printed.
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FEDERAL ELECTIONS ACT OF 1956—

- ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF

BILL

Pursuant to the order of the Senate
of February 28, 1956,

The names of Mr. CorroN, Mr. Pas-
ToRE, Mr. BusH, Mr. IVEs, Mr. JOHNSTON
of South Carolina, Mr. GEORGE, Mr. CASE
of South Dakota, Mr. MARTIN of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. SMATHERS, Mr. BEALL, Mr.
MonNrONEY, Mr. Eastranp, Mr. THUR-
monNp, Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr., SmItH of
New Jersey, Mr. HoLLAND, Mr. DuFr, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. THYE, Mr.
SALTONSTALL, Mr. BRICKER, Mr. STENNIS,
Mr. BENDER, Mr, BENNETT, Mr. HICKEN-
LOOPER, Mr. ErviN, Mr. MALONE, Mr.
Wiey, Mr. KucHEL, Mr. Arrorr, Mr.
Case of New Jersey, Mr. WELKER, Mr,
GOLDWATER, Mr. MarTIin of Towa, and Mr.
McCarTHY were added as cosponsors to
the bill ¢S. 3308), to revise the Federal
election laws, to prevent corrupt prac-
tices in Federal elections, to permit de-
ductions for Federal income tax purposes
of certain political contributions, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr. JOHN-
son of Texas (for himself and other
Senators) on February 28, 1956.

"Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I
should like to address the Senate for 2
minutes, under the 2-minute rule.

Mr. President, I am happy to join with
the distinguished senior Senator from
Texas [Mr. Jounson] and the distin-
guished senior Senator from California
[Mr. Knowranp], as well as many other
Members of the Senate, in sponsoring
the bill (S. 3308) to strengthen our
Federal election laws.

I believe it has become increasingly
apparent that our existing election laws
are antiguated in many respects; and
the inadequacy of these laws has been of
considerable concern to me. I am grati-
fied to see in the proposed law a pro-
vision for complete accounting by Fed-
eral candidates of their campaign econ-
tributions and their expenditures, as well
as a requirement that large contributors
make an accurate and complete report
of their contributions.

Although the campaigns in my State
do not usually result in the expenditure
of large sums of money, T think the pro-
vision of the bill establishing a more
realistic spending limit is of very real
importance to candidates seeking elec-
tion from the more populous States. I
believe small campaign contributors
should be encouraged to aid the candi-
dates of their choice, and I am glad to
see in the bill provisions to make their
help more possible.

But, Mr. President, I have noticed that
there is considerable conflict between the
election laws of many States and the
proposed Federal election law, in respect
to the expenditures made by candidates
for Federal office. I hope that in the
development of the hearings on this bill,
some attention will be paid to these con-
flicts and variations. Although I realize
that we cannot legislate State laws on
the floor of the national Congress, I hope
that before this bill is finaliy enaected,
we may appropriately call this problem
to the attention of the various State leg-
islatures. Certainly a candidate should
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not be placed in the position of operat-
ing with the sanction of one set of laws,
although being in jeopardy under a sep-
arate and different set of laws.
Therefore, Mr. President, I hope it will
e possible for the Congress to suggest
the development of a uniform State law
which will be more or less in conformity
with whatever law the Congress passes.
For this reason and others, Mr. Presi-

dent, I am happy to join in sponsoring .

this bill.

NATIONAL CIVIL AIR PATROL DAY—
ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
JOINT RESOLUTION

Pursuant to the order of the Senate
of February 29, 1956,

The names of Mr. Hruska, Mr. Por-
TER, Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania, Mr.
FuLsricHT, Mr. CAPEHART, Mr. SyMING~
ToN, Mr. LEamaN, Mr. HuMPHREY, and
Mr. KvcHEL were added as additional
cosponsors to the joint resolution (S. J.
Res. 151) to authorize the President to
proclaim December 1 of each year as
National Civil Air Patrol Day, introduced
by Mr. Frear (for himself and other Sen-
ators), on February 29, 1956.

PRINTING OF REVIEW OF REPORT
ON LAKE CHAUTAUQUA AND CHA-
DAKOIN RIVER, JAMESTOWN, N. Y.
(S. DOC. NO. 103)

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I pre-
sent a letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a report dated June
23, 1955, from the Chief of Engineers,
Department of the Army, together with
accompanying papers and an illustra-
tion, on a review of report on Lake Chau-
tauqua and Chadakoin River, James-
town, N. Y., requested by a resolution of
the Committee on Public Works adopted
on June 17, 1942. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the report be printed as a Sen-
ate document, with an illustration, and
referred to the Committee on Public
Works.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

REPORT OF THEODORE ROOSEVELT
CENTENNIAL COMMISSION (8.
DOC. NO. 102)

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,
earlier today the Acting President pro
tempore laid before the Senate the re-
port of the Theodore Roosevelt Centen-
nial Commission for the Celebration in
1958 of the One Hundredth Anniversary
of Theodore Roosevelt. I ask unani-
mous consent that the report be printed
as a Senate document, with illustra-
tions.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC. PRINTED IN THE
RECORD
On request, and by unanimous con-

sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
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were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

By Mr. EENNEDY : )

Statement prepared by him relating to
conditions in Poland.

By Mr. LANGER:

Article entitled * ‘Bensonomics’ Is Blasted
by High-Support Senator,” written by Sen-
ator ELLENDER, and published in the Wash-
ington Sunday Star of March 4, 1956.

By Mr. ROBERTSON:

Address entitled ‘Freedom of Choice in
Public Schools,” delivered by Robert B.
Troutman before the Rotary Club, of At-
lanta, Ga., and printed in the Christian Sei-
ence Monitor of March 1, 1956,

ANCHER NELSEN, ADMINISTRATOR
OF THE REA

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, on
February 8 the senior Senator from Mon-
tana offered for the REcorp an article
from the Nashville Tennessean purport-
ing to show evidence of pressure on mem-
bers of the resolutions committee of the

National Rural Electric Cooperative As-

sociation.

This article does a serious injustice to-

a Federal official, Ancher Nelsen, who,
as Administrator of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Administration, is doing an out-
standing job. That is not merely my
opinion, but it is the opinion of many
people who have had a long and close
association with the REA program, and
who are intimately familiar with its
operations.

On February 27, the junior Senator

from South Dakota [Mr, Case]l and the.

senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Munpr] presented evidence which bears
out the fact that Mr. Nelsen was un-
justly and falsely accused. I can pre-
sent additional evidence that such is the
case,

One of my constituents who was pres-
ent and active at the meeting described
in the newspaper article previously re-
ferred to has sent me a copy of a letter
he has written to Mr. Nelsen. What he
said in the letter is extremely illuminat-
ing. I ask unanimous consent that the
letter be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

FEBRUARY 9, 1958,
Mr, ANCHER NELSEN,

Administrator, United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Rural Eleciri-
fication, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. NELSON: As the vice chalrman of
the resolutions committee of the NRECA 1956

annual meeting, I cannot tell you how-

shocked I was to read the article that ap-
peared in the Nashville Tennessean on Jan-
uary 29.

I have been a member of this committee
for the past 2 years and believe I know some-
thing about the committee's way of opera-
tion and general attitudes. I must say that
the picture reflected in the newspaper sur-
prised me. It certainly does not represent
what I belleve to be fact.

My first reason for this belief is that it was
the majority of the committee that asked you
to appear before us to answer any questions
any member of the committee might have.
I was present, I beéieve, during the times you
faced the resolutions committee while in ses-
slon in St. Louis and know first hand what
took place. It is my opinion we were after
the facts, those that we could get from you
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as well as those we could get from others.
I feel that if in our deliberations our con=-
clusions are not reached with proper facts,
we would not be doing justice to our respon-
sibilities.

The newspaper writer includes this quota-
tion: “He knew some of our committee mem-
bers had loan applications before him and
he wished to argue with us about each issue
that might come up. We didn't give him
the chance., Nobody before had ever asked
such a chance.”

I cannot say this quotation is in error, but
I can say it is far from the facts. The facts
that you offered your cooperation to your
fullest extent and informed the committee
that you would be available any time they
wished to call you back. I am sure the com-
mittee as a whole were more than pleased
to have you available any time they had a
problem you could assist them with.

During the 2 years I have served on the
committee, it has been the policy of the com-
mittee to request anyone to appear before
them to answer questions or to clarify prob-
lems the committee might have. This has
been a great assistance to the committee in
the past 2 years and has greatly assisted in
preparing good resolutions.

I note in the above-mentioned article there
is an attempt by the writer to show your
appearance is unprecedented. I again say
your appearance was by request of the ma-
Jority of the committee not only this year
but last year as well. I cannot speak as to
previous years but I do wonder how this com-~
mittee functioned in an intellegent manner
if it did not seek information from expert au-
thorities prior to their composition of resolu-
tions proposed for adoption on a national
scale,

Very truly yours,
WOLVERINE ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE,
JouN N. KN, Manger.

HIRING OF BRAUN & CO. AS CON-
SULTANT FOR REPUBLICAN NA-
TIONAL COMMITTEE

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, my
attention has recently been called to a
statement made by Mr. T. W. Braun,
president of Braun & Co., a Los Angeles
public-relations firm.

On the pending farm bhill, there are
honest differences of opinion. However,
an attack was recently made on certain
individuals who have rendered public
service with relation to the pending leg-
islation. For that reason, I desire that
the record be correct.

In the course of debate, it was stated
that Braun & Co. was under indictment
in Texas. That is incorrect. The case
was a conventional antitrust case, and I
am informed a Department of Justice
official stated that Braun & Co. was
named only as an alleged conspirator in
the case, and was not named as a de-
fendant.

I am also informed that the indict-
ment was later dismissed by the Govern-
ment, and a so-called “information” was
substituted.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp at this point a tel-
egram sent to the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. HuMPHREY], by Braun & Co.,
signed by T. W. Braun, president.

There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRbD,
as follows:

Reference your remarks about Secretary of
Agriculture Benson and Braun & Co.
in the Senate, March 1.
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If you had checked the whole record you
would have found that we have worked for
the Government on a nonpartisan and pub-
lic-service basis in various ways since 1941.

My last effort under a Democratic admin-
istration was as a consultant in the execu-
tive office of the President in 1950. I was a
member of the staff which studied and re-
ported to the President on foreign economic
policies.

In terms of solid assistance to American
farmers, we are proud to match our record
against political smears and character assas-
sinations.

For over 20 years one of our principal
activities has been in the field of increasing
sales and consumption of farm products,
especially those in surplus.

Beginning in 1936, we played a leading part
in developing the producer-consumer cam-
paign idea. BSince then about 300 promo-
tions have been conducted on such products
as citrus fruits, apples, pears, peaches, cher-
ries, lettuce, cabbage, potatoes, dairy prod-
ucts, and meat. In 1954 alone, 28 farm items
were given national promotion to increase
consumption of foods in heavy supply.

Our client, Safeway Stores, Inc., was one
of the leaders in an expenditure by food
chains alone of about $121% million adver-
tising fresh beef in a recent drive on that
product. The results in increase consump-
tion were spectacular and in the neighbor-
hood of 18 pounds per capita.

Similar campaigns have been undertaken
to increase the consumption of the large
pork supplies which began moving to market
last fall. Increases in sales of over 15 per-
cent represent further solid accomplish-
ments.

Although our 90-day agreement with the
Republican National Committee terminated
Tuesday, February 28, we have not “folded
our tents.” We established an office in
Washington, D. C., in the National Press
Bullding, in 1943. That office is still there.

This firm and I will continue to be avall-
able for public service whenever responsible
officers of the Government think there is
anything which we can contribute.

BrauN & Co,,
T. W. BraUuN, President.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator from New
Hampshire yield?

Mr. BRIDGES. 1T yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I believe
that at the same time it should be noted
that the Associated Press was credited
with a story in the Washington Post and
Times Herald of yesterday, Sunday
March 4, in which it was stated that Mr.
Braun said, in a statement to the Senator
from Minnescta [Mr. HumpHREY], that
he was a consultant in the executive office
of the President in 1950 on foreign eco-
nomic problems. Mr. Truman was in
office at that time. So that Mr. Braun
apparently has been a consultant in this
field for some time.

Mr. BRIDGES. And he rendered non-
partisan service. I thank the Senator
from South Dakota for his information.

Mr, President, I should like to address
myself to another subject.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hampshire
has the floor.

REORGANIZATION OF THE PASS~
PORT OFFICE

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I should
like to take this opportunity to express
my personal observations on the reor-
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ganization of the Passport Office. This
agency of the Government has a history
of good public service. Over the years,
the employees of the Passport Office have
shown themselves to be dedicated public
servants, with a highly developed sense of
duty, courtesy, and patience.

With the impact of greatly increased
overseas travel by American citizens, the
Passport Office struggled through one of
the most difficult and trying periods of
its history during the summer and fall
of 1955. It lacked equipment, personnel,
and space. The situation would have
demoralized a staff with less stamina.
But with its reorganization and new
quarters and improved facilities, it has
been revitalized, and today I venture to
say that the Passport Office is on its way
to becoming one of the outstanding ex-
amples of good management and admin-
istration in the Federal Government.

I congratulate Miss Knight, and the
three Federal Agencies—the General Ac-
counting Office, the General Services Ad-
ministration, and the Civil Service Com-
mission—for a splendid example which
they have established for the record to
prove that a Government office, such as
the Passport Office, can be modernized,
reorganized, and improved without ex-
cessive costs and delays for long-winded
studies, research, and conferences.

MR. PAUL BUTLER’'S CAMPAIGN
STRATEGY

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have been amazed at the
savage way that Mr. Paul Butler,
Democratic National Chairman, has
started the Democratic campaign. Let
alone whether it is in good taste, I do not
think it is smart politics for the Demo-
cratic chairman to launch his attack
upon the fact that President Eisenhower
had a coronary from which the doctors
say he has made a good recovery—no,
Mr. President, not while people still thrill
to the words ‘“The only thing we have to
fear is fear itself,” which came from a
man who, whatever one may think of
his political philosophy, had gone
through the fears and the crippling ex-
perience of polio, and came back, un-
afraid, to be President of the United
States for a longer period of time than
any other man in history.

Mr, President, I recall seeing Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt, when President, grip the
sides of the Speaker’s stand to relieve the
weight on his braced legs while he made
stirring speeches to both Houses of the
Congress—yes, even a speech calling for
a declaration of war, to which the Amer-
ican people responded with everything
they had.

Undeniably, Mr. Roosevelt had a se-
vere attack of polio, crippling and limit-
ing in its effect on the physical and nerv-
ous system. Undeniably, Mr. Eisenhower
had a heart attack. But as I listened to
him the other night, I thought one would
not even need to be objective to say,
“Here is a man completely dedicated to
the service of his country and unafraid.
The confidence in his voice and the can-
dor of his words have again given the
world the reassurance so much needed
for the chartless days in which we live.”
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Mr. President, it is my prediction that
the American people want the hand of
this courageous but humble and devout
man at the helm of the ship of state for
another 4 years. It is my prediction that
any campaign against Mr. Eisenhower,
based on the fact that he once had a
heart attack, will be as self-defeating as
would have been a campaign against Mr.
Roosevelt on the ground that he could
only be a part-time President.

SENATOR GORE OF TENNESSEE

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
at this point in the REcorp, an article
entitled “Realistic Reformer From Ten-
nessee,” written by Willlam S. White,
chief congressional correspondent of the
New York Times, and published in the
New York Times magazine on March 4,
1956. I think the article is worthy of the
consideration of every Member of the
Senate.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

WasHmNGToN.—To one of the last Southern
Puritans, a nonsmokin’, noncussin’, non-
drinkin’ Democrat called ALBERT GORE, has
been entrusted in an election year an ex-
traordinary but very real abstraction: the
conscience of the United States Senate.

Senator Gore is the outstanding figure on
the bipartisan Select Senate Committee of
eight that 1s charged with making what
could be the most far-reaching investiga-
tion in history into lobbying, questionable
campaign contributions, and all forms of
political corruption.

Will he do a good job?

Almost certainly, yes.

‘Will the television shriek by day and night
and will the newspaper headlines howl?

Very probably, no.

Will witnesses and accused be drawn upon
the rack, and will this be a kind of a kleig-
lit contest between the good guys and the
bad guys? Will it promote the devil theory
of politics?

Almost certainly, no.

‘Will it all produce a third presidential or
vice presidential possibility from the State
of Tennessee—that is, will Senator Albert
Gore join Senator Estes Kefauver, and Gov.
Frank G. Clement as more or less shyly avail-
able?

Probably not.

For Gore, notwithstanding his smooth,
neat, pallidly handsome face and his deeply
conservative blue serge suits rather suggest-
ing a mildly worldly young deacon, is no po-
litical parson, no hot-eyed Bt. George wildly
and blindly swinging about among the
dragons. He 18 a profoundly realistic poli-
tician whose mind is as hard as his manner is
soft and, like all sensible politicians, he
knows where the reformer’s spirit may sen-
elbly go and where it may not.

He is acutely aware that he has got hold of
a job here that at best will hardly win him
a popularity contest among politiclans inside
and outside the Senate and at worst might
well present him as an unopposed candidate
for nomination as the most obnoxious man
in that famous institution.

He has not accepted the Senate's mandate
merely to preside over the liquidation of its
public character. Equally, he has not signed
on to run an enterprise showing that every-
thing is simply swell in the highly sensitive
areas in which now he must fish.

It is Gore's quiet but quite firm determi-
nation, among other things, to run to cover
a good deal of interstate campaign money
that he deeply believes tends to subvert the
essential democratic process.
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In this he will express the accumulated
and still accumulating wrath of many in
Congress who do not at all like it when Texas
or California oll millionaires, or Michigan
motor millionaires—or labor’s political ac-
tion groups, either—find that civic duty re-
quires them to put substantial sums not only
into presidential elections and into the elec-
tions in their own States but also to range
about other States with contributions
against this or that Senate or House candi-
date.

He is not insensible to the plain if delicate
fact, however, that in regard to campaign
costs few men in the Senate are really islands
unto themselves. He does not propose,
therefore, to enter the business in the man-
ner of Carrie Nation eagerly taking her
hatchet into the saloons. He proposes not to
attempt to prohibit but rather to expose, to
limit and, therefore, to regulate contribution
practices that cannot wholly be ended so long
as Senate membership is to be open to those
other than the very rich.

The personal character of the head of any
Benate investigation is infinitely its most
important and econtrolling factor, no matter
what its mission, its rules, or its ultimate
purpose. In this coming inquiry, going as
it must into sticky matters of the Senate's
relationship to lobbying, campaign spending,
and all the rest, all this will be doubly true.

It thus follows that the personal character
of ALBERT GORE becomes of the highest public
significance. What of this character?

To begin with, he is a product of Carthage,
Tenn., a community of some 2,000 citizens
with a character of its own. Carthage's
prinecipal export in the commercial sense has
for generations been tobacco, a world crop.
And this perhaps explains why Gore, like his
great idol from Carthage, Cordell Hull, a
former Representative, a former Senator,
and a former Secretary of State, has doggedly
and always pursued the old-time Democratic
ideal of something approaching free trade—
low tariffs, and all that.

But Carthage’s really vital export for many,
many generations has been political leader-
ehip; this remote little town in the foothills
of the Cumberland Mountalns has sent out
through the years an incredible number of
Congressmen, Senators, Governors, Ambas-
sadors, and Cabinet officers.

Where boys elsewhere want to get a job in
the bank or own the furniture store and joln
the Rotary Club, those in Carthage consider
the political career to be slightly more to be
sought after than all these—or even the min-
istry, although in this Calvinist community
the pulpit beckons strongly.

Moreover, this is a community that is
Southern only in a sense; it was closely
divided between pro-Yank and pro-Reb dur-
ing the War Between the States and even now
it is usually a 60 percent Democratic town
rather than a 90 percent Democratic town.

This somewhat scrabbly hill country was
and Is no place of magnolia and moonlight,
and Gorg, anlike many of his southern col-
leagues, is neither attached to the past nor
able to live the genteel political life of the
chaps from the Delta and Tidewater South
who are sometimes a bit vague about how
they get elected and reelected. Gore has
had to fight for his political preferment.
This, as well as all the other intimate cir-
cumstances of his way of life, has made him
a somewhat special kind of southern politi-
cian.

He is not a southern coalitionist, not no-
ticeably or deeply worried over desegrega-
tion, not a conservative at all in the south-
ern sense, Rather, he is on most issues what
would be called both a liberal and truly
partisan politiclan. He is a strong pro-
public-power man, fighting with a calm re-
morselessness at every opportunity for the
Tennessee Valley Authority and things of
that sort.

It was GorE who actually prepared the bulk
of the Democratic case against the Dixon-
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Yates private power contract that at length
was canceled by the President.

It was Gore who led the liberals in a fili-
buster a year or so ago against legislative
proposals by the administration that seemed
to them to give to private power companies
altogether too great an entree to atomic
energy.

He is one of a score of “Mr. RAYBURN's boys™
who in their seasons have come up from the
House of Representatives, so long dominated
by the saturninely brilliant Speaker Sam
RAYBURN of Texas, to give a new color and
character to the Senate.

But, and this is a very important qualifica=
tion, Gorg, the liberal on many matters—
as, for example, on price controls—is not a
liberal on labor matters. Parenthetically,
this explains the willingness of the Senate
conservatives to accept him for the lobby in-
vestigation. They are in not the slightest
doubt, just as most observers are not in the
slightest doubt, that he will go after big
labor just as he will big business.

All in all, therefore, this is the picture
of basic character that emerges:

A highly correct man—although one
capable of playing a fiddle to the crowd in
his salad days as a campaigner for the
House—but not a stufly one. A country
man, but a shrewd modern politician all
the same, with rarely matched skill in
sloganeering when it is needed.

A man long and truly and demonstrably
devoted to the concept of clean politics
who nevertheless approaches his task from a
background of a strong, although personal
and idealistic, machine of his own—a ma-
chine with which he defeated the tough,
urban Memphis  machine of the late “Boss
Ed"” Crump in order to come to the Senate.

A man genuinely engaged in reform—but a
man prepared to acknowledge, as he did in
a leisurely interview with this correspondent,
that “the flush of shame,” as he put it, might
well fall across his own cheek if he knew the
detalls of some of the contributions that
might have been made without his knowl-
edge to his own various campaigns.

A man prepared to challenge heiracrchy
and all the entrenched political powers, in
the Senate and outside—but sensibly pre-
pared and not ready to carry any crusade so
heedlessly far as to destroy it.

This latter point, indeed, is perhaps the
most vital of all. A reformer’s life is per-
haps not easy anywhere; in the Senate it
can be both bitter and fruitless, and noth-
ing is so self-defeating as an excessive, un-
tempered zeal.

Equally, the reformer there must so pro-
ceed and so behave as to leave no general
suepleion that his motives are wholly or even
predominantly those of mere self-advertise-
ment and self-advancement. Gore called
off the atomic energy filibuster after 13 days
and some hours for this reason. In the
Dixon-Yates fisht he avoided a too constant
occupancy of the spotlight for the same
reason.

He bitterly resents what he belleves to be a
general tax policy unfairly discriminatory in
favor of business, but he does not carry his
challenge to the conservatives past the point
of no return. :

He 1s, in sum, & reformer who is also a
generally accepted Member of the Senate,
whereas others, including his colleague Sena-
tor KEFAUVER, tend to put up the senatorial
back.

Omne recalls him during the 1954 congres-
sional campaign politely rejecting a glass of
beer in a hotel room in New Mexico as rather
too alcoholic a draught. Thus, it is hardly
an overstatement to say that he is not a
convivial man. All the same, he is anything
but a prig, even though one recalls hearing
not so much as a muttered “damn” ever
pass his lips.

His friendships are fast friendships, with
far more urbane and sophisticated colleagues,
such as Senator MiKE MoNrRONEY, of Okla-
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homa, or THoMAS C. HENNINGS, Jr., of Mis-
souri, whom GogRe calls “HenNINs” in his in-
variable dropping of the final “g"” in any
word.

How GoORE sees the coming investigation is
summed up in the grave, old-fashioned,
deeply courteous manner in which he speaks,
on the stump as well as off:

“If we are to talk about the optimum I
should hope that the end result would be
to bring about basic remedies for a deplor-
able and dangerous situation.

“As the population has grown and as the
media of communication have become better
and more varied, the cost of campainin’ for
the Senate and the House has got beyond
the financial capacity of the average man and
even the richest would be sorely pressed in
the most populous States.

“Therefore, the average candidate for the
Senate and House is forced by these condi-
tions to depend upon private campaign con-
tributions. Therein lies a threat to repre-
sentative government and every Member of
the Senate is to one degree or another a part
of the electoral process.

“If the American people knew the facts
and the conditions surrounding public men
there would be a sympathetic attitude to-
ward remedial legislation,

“Many a candidate, including this one, has
rationalized campaign contributions on the
theory that they were offered merely to assist
a good Senator—but it doesn't necessarily
follow that the contributor feels the same
way.

“The trouble reaches into political parties
as such, too, for a platform may be trimmed
to attract contributions. Most Senators
bhave nothing to do with the campaign funds
raised for them by party finance committees,
and they never are sure whether strings are
attached.

“And contributions to committees are
more coldly calculated than contributions to
an individual candidate. It may be argued
that a personal contribution is simply an
expression of fondness for a candidate; but
nobody contributes to a campaign commit-
tee for love of that committee.”

Failing the attainment of the optimum,
Gore hopes simply to dry up clandestine
money by disclosures concurrent with the
campaign and to get public feeling behind
legislation to strengthen laws dealing with
contributions, lobbying, and corrupt politi-
cal practices in general.

For all this he has no firm proposals as
yet. “I am goin' Into it,” he eays, “to try
to find out what ought to be done and how
to do it.”

He has had no experience of any kind as
a Senate investigator in the common and
general understanding of that term. And, a
rather grayish sort of man without theatrical
quality, he looks a bit hesitantly upon what
lies ahead.

“I dunno,” he says, “whether I know how
to run one of these things or not. But, I'll
tell you one thing: Every witness is goin’ to
have his proper protection. We're not goin’
to run any television theater around here.”

With this, a small, neat, contained man
looking covertly at an old-fashioned gold
pocket watch that shows it to be 5 o'clock in
the afternoon, reaches into the bottom

drawer of his desk, and asks: “Have some?"’

He draws forth a box of chocolates, pops
one in his mouth, and announces softly:
“Pretty good, you Eknow, when you are a
little tired.”

POLICE COMMISSIONER STEPHEN P.
EKENNEDY, OF NEW YORK CITY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
yesterday’s magazine section of the New
York Times, there is an article concern-
ing the outstanding work which is be-
ing done by Commissioner Stephen P.
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Kennedy, of the New York City Police
Department. It is the story of a man of
great character, energy, and ability,
whose broad shoulders carry responsibil-
ity for the enforcement of law in
America’s greatest metropolis. His com-
petence, zeal, integrity, and devotion to
the cause of rectitude in protecting both
the public interest and the rights of the
individual have won for him a deserved
acclaim in an area where such com-
n}endation must be well-earned to be
given.

Members of the Foreign Relations
Committee were highly impressed with
Commissioner Kennedy when hearings
were held in New York City in 1954 on
the International Opium Protocol for
limiting the production and distribution
of opium and derivative drugs such as
heroin and morphine. At that time Mr.
Kennedy, who was then chief inspector
of the New York Police Department, gave
testimony concerning the yeoman work
which the narcotics squad of his depart-
ment was performing in the investiga-
tion and detection of the drug traffic.
Considering the numerous other duties
which his office entailed, he revealed a
surprising grasp and understanding of
this difficult problem, a problem which
the New York City authorities were meet-
ing with much success. Mr. Kennedy
was most cooperative and helpful in fur-
nishing the committee with data which
it needed to ascertain the importance of
giving its approval to the mnarcotics
treaty.

The good people of the city of New
York are fortunate, indeed, in having Mr.
Kennedy as their chief law enforcement
officer. It is a privilege for me to bring
his fine work to the attention of the Sen-
ate. Ishould like at this time, Mr. Presi-
dent, to introduce into the Recorp the
article by Mr. Murray Schumach, pub-
lished in Sunday’s New York Times, en-
titled “Tough Boss of 23,000 Police,”
which attests the faith, the strength,
and the humanity of Police Commis-
sioner Kennedy.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REccrb,
as follows:

ToucH Boss oF 23,000 PoLICE
(By Murray Schumach)

Toward the end of 1951, Deputy Incpector
Stephen Patrick Kennedy, though a vigorous
45 years of age and a muscular 200 pounds,
seemed near the premature end of a very
promising career in the New York City Police
Department. He had been cut adrift from
the challenging command of the riverfront
squad to gather barnacles on an unspoiled
record in the backwaters of civilian defense
duties. It was widely believed in the depart-
ment that his intransigeance on matters of
conscience had offended some superiors.
Two years later, he still had not learned to
be diplomatic about infractions by police-
men, He was embedded in what a top police
official derided as “some damned thing, some
coordinating couneil, a pure boondoggle.”

Today, the same hard-jawed Mr. Eennedy
with the furry voice, iron-gray hair and
green-gray eyes chainsmokes and gulps black
coffee behind a three-telephone desk on the
second floor of police headquarters. The
only decoration on the dark paneled wall
facing him is a framed certificate from Mayor
Wagner, reading: “To all to whom these pres-
ents shall come—Greetings. Enow ye, that
reposing special trust and confidence in the
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integrity, diligence, and discretion of
Stephen P. Kennedy, I have appointed him
police commissioner.”

There are sagacious prowlers of the echoing
corridors of police headquarters who say
Mayor Wagner has secured this vital depart-
ment against corruption by assigning a
slums-born, college-educated professional
policeman to rule the 22,918 protectors of
some 8 million persons and more than $20
billion in property along the city’s 6,033 miles
of streets and 578 miles of waterfront.
Others, equally knowledgeable of the fates of
the 24 men who have departed from the same
assignment since the post was established
in 1901, say this walking book of rules will
undermine the mayor’s authority and de-
stroy police morale by breeding nests of in-
formers. One man’s municipal FBI is an-
other man’s OGFU.

The commissioner’s critics, in support of
their contention that he is undermining
morale, point to the recent examination for
applicants for the force. The department
had hoped that 20,000 would show up for the
tests for the 5,000 additional police the com-
missioner has requested of the city. Less
than 10,000 took the test. This, asserts the
anti-Kennedy faction of the department, is
the result of inhuman discipline and unre-
lieved tension.

“Any man who comes on the force,” replies
Commissioner Kennedy, “must understand
you never have a personal life entirely and
that you have to learn to endure constant
tension and discipline and not crack.”

The commissioner also cites performance
figures. Felonies declined 16.5 percent in
1955, during which he was either commis-
sloner himself or the right hand of Com-
missioner Francis W. H. Adams. Mr. Adams
says that “a lot of the credit I got belongs
to Steve Kennedy.” Mr. Eennedy was sub-
Ject to strong abuse when he instituted
patrol by unmarked police cars to curb reck-
less driving. Here, too, his answer has been
statistical. In the first 40 days of this year
auto deaths in the city were off 20 percent
against the same period last year,

Says former Commissioner Adams of the
successor he rescued from conscientious ob-
scurity: “Steve Kennedy, if he hadn’t been
a policeman, would have been a priest or
maybe a doctor—something with a principle.
His public zeal is like a flame.”

Assemblyman Anthony P. Savarese, Jr., dis-
sents strongly. He contends that Commis-
sloner Eennedy, by refusing to turn over
wiretapping data to his legislative commit-
tee, “verges on tyranny.”

What are the principles that have projected
Commissioner Kennedy into stormy promi-
nence, including defiance of Mayor Wagner?
How and why is he trying to change a de-
partment that set the pattern for American
cities by copying the English design of Sir
Robert Peel? Why is he held suspect by
politicians and hated by many police officers?
Is he a crusader, a fanatic, or just an inevi-
table type in the evolution of police work
from brawn to brain? What changes occur
in the personality of this music-fond ex-
stevedore when he drops the frigid discipline
of duty?

Recently, when a supporter suggested that
his official life might be prolonged by im-
bibing, occasionally and moderately, the mild
brew of departmental diplomacy, Commis-
sioner Kennedy retorted with an effective
summary of a code he has distilled from 27
years on the force and some 9 years of noc-
turnal study for high school and college
diplomas and a law degree.

“A police commissioner,” he explained
slowly, “must not only meet the practical
problems from day to day; he must be a
strong moral force. He must not bow to
expediency or to political considerations.”

His unshakable faith in his ability to dis-
cern right from wrong made him risk his
job twice when he was filling out a term be-
fore his reappointment to a b5-year term
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on February 20. Despite a directive from the
mayor, he refused to allow a television com-
pany to have access to the departmental flles,
And when the legislative committee on wire-
tapping angrily noted he was the only official
in the State to withhold information, he
replied:

“I have stood alone on issues before. I
‘believe the position I took was the right
one."”

From this devotion to the cause of recti-
tude—his severer critics find it vaguely plati-
tudinous—the commissioner has evolved two
corollary gospels. Members of a free society,
he warned his ranking subordinates one day,
exercise “rights and privileges sanctioned by
law” that must ever be defended by the police
as sworn duty. Furthermore, he is not re-
luctant to add, with an almost esthetic ap-
preciation of the symmetry of English com-
mon law, the policeman’s genial lot must be
to succor “the equilibrium between the
rights of the individual and those of the
community.”

The policeman must put behind his gun
and shield the tireless fidelity of the St.
Bernard dog and the eager virtue of the Boy
Scout, a combination many veteran police
officers consider beyond the temptation-
riddled life of the average policeman or de-
tective. The commissioner, aware of this
criticlsm, says: “The policeman’s gun is his
cross, and he carries it always.”

To make his policemen fit the city's crime,
he is determined to wipe out what he calls
the coterie concept, a task perhaps unprece-
dented outside television serials and much
more sensational than the generally over-
publicized shakeups of inspectors that ac-
company the appointment of new commis-
sloners.

The coterie concept, is as Ingrained in the
department as the policeman’s memorandum
book, In which he must enter all duty calls,
and the station house blotter. In each of
the city's 81 precincts—and in special
squads—the men often develop strong
friendships from sharing common problems
and dangers. Generally, this esprit is a pub-
lic benefaction. But often it imposes a code
that requires policemen to remain silent
when precinct associates succumb to what
Commissioner Kennedy calls moral hazards.

To banish this tradition, Commissioner
Kennedy's most drastic step has been to
transfer more than 450 sergeants, ignoring
the protest of their 1,500-man assoclation
that has hitherto intimidated many commis-
sioners. Though the commissioner says
transfer is no penalty, a close associate ex-
plains that he wants to smash a system
whereby sergeants can be collectors or coor-
dinators of bribes and protectors of the
derelict.

“There must be no epecial friendship that
transcends the canon of ethics in the de-
partment,” the commissioner says. Con=
slstent with this—and this is conceded even
by his bitterest enemies—he does no favors
for politicians, yields to no pressure groups.
Finally, he is funneling younger men into
the detective division and the higher eche-
lons as quickly as possible on the theory that
younger men are less likely to have been con-
taminated by cynical elders.

To ralse departmental standards while con-
tinuing to drive down crime, the commis-
sioner probably works longer hours than any
other person in the city administration with
the possible exception of the mayor. His is a
6-day week, sometimes 7, during which he
may put in from 9 to 17 hours dally. By
7 a. m., he has telephoned the communica~-
tions bureau at headquarters for a rundown
of the night’s major activities. With the ra-
dio blaring news bulletins—he continually
swings the dial for fresh broadcasts to his
wife's amusement or dismay—he makes
phone calls on police matters and s at his
desk by 9:30, having leafed through morning
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papers in the car. Often he makes surprise
stops at precincts on the way in.

On one of these trips, at sunrise on election
day, he failed to see four detective command-
ers where they should have been. One of the
officers was demoted, the others were trans-
ferred.

After studying reports that range from a
typewritten summary of the day's crime to a
detalled examination of the crime situation
of a precinct sector or entire precinct, he be-
gins a series of conferences with Chief In-
spector Thomas A. Nielson, commander of
uniformed men. First Deputy Commissioner
James R. Eennedy (no relative), Chief of
Detectives James B. Leggett, and Deputy
Commissioner Walter Arm, in charge of com=
munity relations.

The men sit in armchairs near his desk.
He speaks softly, quickly. His language is
either slangy cop talk or almost academically
polysyllabic as his pointed questions run the
gamut from the behavior of a particular
police officer to the city’s “crime incidence.”
His orders are blunt, but during one recent
huddle he reversed himself twice when sub-
ordinates i

At least once, sometimes twice, a week he
listens to complaints or requests from police-
men, One may want the regular hours of a
trafiic assignment so he can go to college at
night; another, a chance at the detective
division; a third, a transfer to a precinet near
his home because his wife is ill. He allots
about 5 minutes to each man, and usually
sees about a dozen per session.

As the policeman enters the Commissioner
rises, shakes hands, sits down, waves the pa-
trolman to a nearby chair, and asks, “What'’s
on your mind?” While the policeman talks
Kennedy riffles through the man's record,
looking for commendations or criticisms. He
looks up quickly to ask questions or to study
the man’s face. If the man falters, he neither
interrupts nor helps.

Throughout the day the Commissioner has
to make hurried trips. They may be for a
traffic conference at city hall; to make a
speech at a luncheon of the board of trade;
to testify before a grand jury; to present
checks to charlties on behalf of police groups.

atween and during these chores he keeps In
touch with headgquarters. Lunch is frequent-
ly at the Automat or a cafeterla, “He feels
more at home there,” says an acqualntance.

The afternoon brings more conferences:
the police surgeon, the deputy mayor, More
question-and-answer sessions with ranking
officers. He rarely rolls on crimes—that is,
visits the scene. Though he knows the value
of this sort of publicity, he avoids it. He
prefers to let each subordinate work out
such problems without interference. How-
ever, after each important police job, he
checks carefully on the performance to learn
which men distinguished themselves or were
inadequate. This information he stores
away for reference in connection with pro-
motion—or demotion,

The commissioner says he tries to leave
the office by 6:30. But quite ofien a call
from his wife after 7 is required to drag him
home to dinner. This, however, does not
necessarily end his working day. After din-
ner, he may decide to spend a few hours
checking precinets.

Many officers call this an example of his
snooping and spying tactics. “The trouble
with a big organization,” Kennedy says, by
way of reply, “is that there isn't much chance
for face-to-face leadership.” Be that as it
may, these precinct checks have not increased
his unimpressive popularity rating in the
department. Several days ago, when asked if
he had ever felt sorry for a man he had ar-
rested or punished, he replied: “No. A police
officer must have the objectivity in his work
that precludes any personal feeling, no mat-
ter how distasteful the duty.”

Away from work, the police commissioner
is an unpretentious man, living modestly—
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well below the means of his $25,000 salary—
and trying to catch up with cultural pleas-
ures he had to forego as he worked and
studied his way up through the ranks.

Very few of his colleagues would recognize
in him the grandfatherly type who enjoys
amusing colloquies with a boy who lives on
the ground floor of the two-family, semi-
detached home the Kennedys own in Bayside,
Queens, One night, before bedtime, the boy
ran upstalrs and rapped on the door. Pinned
to his pajamas, as he faced the husky police
commissioner, was a badge. :

“Mister Kennedy,” he said with charac-
teristic directness, “I'm a commissioner, too.”

Commissioner Eennedy studied the shield,
nodded, and began discussing police prob-
lems.

The hoy interrupted brusquely: “You're
the upstairs commissioner and I'm the down-
stairs commissioner.”

Kennedy—whose son attends St. John's
University, where the commissioner obtained
his law degree, though he never practiced
law—is friendly with adult neighbors as well
as children. In the summer, while he mows
his postage-stamp front lawn and struggles
with his hedge and rose bushes, he preserves
his warm relationship with the people he
has known since he moved into the house in
1932,

“I'm a lousy gardener,” he confesses. “But
I like to fool around with the roses because
it relaxes me.” He also paints his own apart=
ment for the same reason.

Theater and opera are probably the only
major departures from the habits he formed
during boyhood and youth in the Greenpoint
section of Brooklyn, where he was born on
October 27, 1906. He still looks back with
nostalgia on the cold-water flats and the
zestful neighborliness of those days. Partic-
ularly, he remembers how, when his mother
had to be away for an evening, he would eat
with the family of his future wife—they were
Jewish. Just as often Hortense Goldberger
would be fed by the Kennedys. h

“I don't think,” the commissioner re-
marked several days ago, “that people have
as much fun in neighborhoods as we used
to.”

As for his two newly acquired diversions,
theater and opera, the Commissioner and his
wife particularly enjoy the latter. *“We had
to miss these things when I was working and
going to school nights. Now we're trying to
catch up,” he says. But not even this strong
musical enthusiasm can entirely subdue the
instincts of the policeman. Thus, Tosca
was, for Commissioner Eennedy, not merely
the joy of hearing Tebaldi but also a study
of police methods.

“Here's this Scarpia,” he later told an
acquaintance. “He's having his men torture
the brains out of the poor guy and he's in the
next room trying to have an affair with the
fellow’s girl,” Clearly, he indicated, a vio-
lation of police rules.

One of the simple pleasures of Greenpoint
for Hortense and Steve was to browse through
the public library. Later, working as a steve-
dore, clerk, and secretary, he continued to
pore over books. *“You can't learn every-
thing from experience,” he says, “and some-
times it's much less painful to learn from a
boO ‘I!

His bookishness helped his police career,
but hurt his popularity. “In those days,”
he recalls, “if you liked to read, they used to
say: 'He's too much in the book department.’
Now people realize books can help in police
work."”

This ability to absorb books helped Mr,
Kennedy to rise by competitive examination
from patrolman in 1929 to captain in 1945,
One phase of his studles—at the FBI school
in Washington—made a deep impression on
him and, in turn, on many of those who
judge him. He thinks highly of the FBI.
A large segment of the city's police force
thinks this organization greatly overrated.
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The resultant clash of what he calls “philos=
ophies of police work” may have been partly
responsible for his transfer into ecivillan
defense, from which he was elevated to chief
inspector by Commissioner Adams in Feb-
ruary 1954.

One evening, recently, as he reminisced
about his career, he was asked if he had
ever been offered a bribe.

“Nobody ever offered me a bribe. If a
man is acute he can watch the danger sig-
nals and stop it beforehand.”

Had he ever, as a boy, swiped anything—
say, a potatoe from a stand to be baked in
a vacant lot? h ]

“Swipe!” he exclaimed. “I'd get killed,
My father’d swat me so hard I'd see stars for
48 days.”

Like father, like son. And any policeman
the commissioner catches in dishonesty will
be swatted unforgettably with a book Com=~
missioner Kennedy places second only to the
Bible—The Rules and Regulations of the
Police Department of the City of New York.

CONGRATULATIONS TO POPE
' PIUS XII

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
take this opportunity belatedly to offer
my congratulations to Pope Pius XII on
‘the anniversary of his 80th birthday.
March 2, 1956, was not only the anni-
versary of the Pope’s birthday, but was
also the 17th anniversary of his ascen-
sion to the papacy.

Mr, President, no historian of Ari-
zona could help taking note of the tre-
mendous part the Catholic Church has
played in the settlement of my native
State. In 1539 Father Marcos de Niza
brought the cross into what is now Ari-
zona, and in 1687, Father Kino intro-
duced the practice of irrigation on the
then wastelands of Arizona. He brought
the first cattle and the first horses into
what is now the United States, and he
established the chain of missions which
stretches across the desert of Arizona to
California.

I did not want to let pass this oppor-
tunity to pay my respects to Pope Pius
XTI, leader of the Catholic Church who
has been throughout his life a bright
light of peace in a world which has often
been shrouded in darkness.

Mr. President, I desire now to make a
unanimous-consent request.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona has the
floor. 3 :

“GIVEAWAY” CHARGES AGAINST
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR
McEAY

Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the remarks
which I had prepared, and which I in-
tended to deliver on the floor of the Sen-
ate pertaining to “giveaway” charges
against Secretary of the Interior Douglas
McKay, be printed in the Recorp at this
point as a part of my remarks. I have
been prevented from delivering them on
the floor of the Senate by the lengthy de-
bate on the farm bill.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

On January 31, the junior Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HumMPHREY] inserted in the
REecorp a telegram addressed to the President
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of the United States and signed by Richard
Case, Robert Bagby, A. B. Hatch, and Harry
Whitford.

I do not know these individuals. I have
never heard of them before I read their names
in the Recorp. But it was apparent that
they were making outrageous charges against
a member of the present administration, one
of our most distinguished public servants,
Secretary of the Interior Douglas McKay.

I determined that for the benefit of those
who might be unwittingly misled as to the
true facts, Secretary McKay would be afforded
a full opportunity to set forth his reply in
the RECORD.

Secretary McEay has now provided me with
& copy of a letter which he has sent in reply
to the telegram read here on January 29.

This letter is as follows:

FEBRUARY 6, 1956.
Mr. RICHARD CASE, .
Director, New York Conservation
Council and Chairman, State
Waterfowl Committee,
Kirkville, N. Y.

Dear Mr. Case: A telegram to the President
which you signed and presumably joined in
composing has heen called to my attention
following its insertion in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp on January 31. I understand that a
copy of the same telegram was also placed in
the REcorp on January 19.

It is with considerable interest and sur-
prise that I have read the unfounded allega-
tions in the message concerning my admin-
istration of the affairs of the Department of
tke Interior.

Your telegram states that I have made
persistent efforts to foster the exploitation
and destruction of our national parks, forests,
and wildlife refuges by commercial interests
and by the Armed Forces of the United States.

The solitary piece of evidence that you
offer to support this reckless charge is this
statement:

“Moreover, the latest of these acts by the
custedian of our public lands, whom you
appointed, namely, the leasing of the wildlife
refuges to oil and gas interests, specifically
violates Mineral Leasing Act, Public Law 585,
section 10, of the United States Congress,
which states clearly that these lands can be
leased for other purposes only in time of
national emergency and then only by Presi-
dential order.”

I find it difficult to believe that you and
your three associates in conservation work
have been so completely misled by untruth-
ful, politically inspired propaganda that you
seem to have abandoned altogether the
American concept of fair play. That you
have been misled is the most charitable ex~
planation I can find for your charge which
is simply not true. I assume, of course, that
you did not know it was untrue at the time
that you signed your name to the telegram
in which the statement is made. It is,
nevertheless, amazing to me that an indi-
vidual who purports to speak on behalf of
40 million citizens of the United States would
make the gravest possible charge against the
personal integrity of a public official without
at least checking the facts,

For your present information, Public Law
585, 83d Congress, section 10 (6), reads as
follows :

“(b) Operations on lands belonging to the
United States: The Commission is author-
ized, to the extent it deems necessary to ef-
fectuate the provisions of this act, to issue
leases or permits for prospecting for, explo-
ration for, mining, or removal of deposits of
fissionable source materials (or for.any or
all of these purposes) in lands belonging
to the United States: Provided, That not-
withstanding any other provisions of law,
such leases or permits may be issued for
lands administered for national park, monu-
ment, and wildlife purposes only when the
President, by Executive order, finds and de-~
clares that such action is necessary in the
interest of national defense.”
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Need I point out to you, Mr. Case, that
the reference here is specifically to leasing of
the lands for exploration for, mining, or re-
moval of deposits of, fisslonable source ma-
terials?

Need I add, since you so declare in your
telegram, that the leasing which you ques-
tion was for the purpose of oil and gas de-
velopment?

Because you appear to be misinformed
about this matter, permit me to cite for you
the facts and the law concerning oil and
gas leasing on public lands in fish and wild-
life reserves.

1. Lands within fish and wildlife reserves
were subject to oil and gas leasing since the
passage of the original Mineral Leasing Act
of February 25, 1920 (41 Stat. 437). The
pertinent part of section 1 of that act reads
as follows:. :

“That deposits of * * * oil, * * ¢ or gas,
and lands containing such deposits owned by
the United States, including those in na-
tional forests, but excluding lands acquired
under the act known as the Appalachian
Forest Act, approved March 1, 1911 (36 Stat-
utes, p. 961) and those in national parks,
and in lands withdrawn or reserved for mili-
tary or naval uses or purposes, except as
hereinafter provided, shall be subject to
disposition in the form and manner pro-
vided by this act to citizens of the United
States, or to any association of such persons,
or to any corporation organized under the
laws of the United States, or of any State
or Territory thereof * * **

It will be noted from the above that the
basic law itself eliminates lands owned by
the United States which are not subject to
oil and gas leasing, and specifically mentions
such lands as those described in the Appa-
lachian Forest Act; those in national parks,
and lands withdrawn or reserved for mili-
tary or naval uses or purposes. It is clear
from the above, that all other lands owned
by the United States are subject to mineral
leasing, including lands within fish and
wildlife reserves.

The act of August 8, 1946 (60 Stat. 950),
which amended section 1. of the Mineral
Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, again ex-
cluded from the operation of the Mineral
Leasing Act "lands acquired under the act
known as the Appalachian Forest Act, ap-
proved March 1, 1911 (36 Stat. 961), and
those in incorporated cities, towns, and vil-
lages and in national forests and monuments,
those acquired under other acts subsequent
to February 25, 1920, and lands within the
naval-petroleum and oil-shale reserves.”
Here again, the particular lands which are
not subject to oll and gas leasing are specifi-
cally stated in the law. Fish and wildlife
reserves are not excepted from the opera-
tion of the law. In fact, many prospecting
permits, and leases within fish and wildlife
reserves have been issued on the public do-
main since the passage of the basic law of
February 25, 1920.

On August 31, 1953, action on most pend-
ing oil and gas applications within wildlife
refuges was suspended in order that a study
might be made with a view of revising the
existing regulations to afford greater protec-
tion to the fish and wildlife reserves and at
the same time offer an opportunity for the
development of the mineral resources in
these reserves under sound conservation
principles. After more than 2 years of such
study I approved the amended regulations
now embodied in Circular No. 1945, which
gives full protection to fish and wildlife areas
by special stipulations embodied in each
lease for the protection of such reserves.

2. Since the Mineral Leasing Act provides
for issuance of the right to prospect for oil
and gas on Fish and Wildlife reserved land,
it is unreasonable to hold that the Depart-
ment should indefinitely suspend the issu-
ance of oll and gas leases in such lands. It




3878

was therefore intended, when the suspen-
sion order was issued, that it would be re~
moved when revised regulations are approved,
which would give added protection to Fish
and Wildlife Reserves. That such added pro-
tection is embodied in the new regulations is
apparent from its provisions.

(a) These regulations eliminate from the
operation of the leasing act Fish and Wild-
life Reserves in Alaska on certain of the Aleu-
tian Islands; in the Okefenokee Reserve in
Georgia; in the Patuxent Reserve in Mary-
land; in the National Bison Range and Red
Rock Lakes in Montana; in Fort Niobrara Re-
serve in Nebraska; in the Sullys Hill Reserva-
tion in North Dakota; in the Aransas and
Santa Ana Reserves in Texas, and in the Na-
tional Elk Reserve in Wyoming. In the above
Fish and Wildlife Reserves no leases will be
issued. .

(b) These new regulations provide further
protection to other reserves listed in appen-
dix B of the regulations by requiring that
no leases will be issued in this category un-
less a complete and detailed program for
the area is submitted for approval of the
Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service in
order to insure full protection of the particu-
lar values for which the reserve was estab-
lished. These areas were designated by the
Fish and Wildlife Service as wilderness,
recreational, water development, or marsh,
with respect to which oil and gas develop-
ment without rigid control and under spe-
cific conditions might seriously impair or de-
stroy the usefulness of the lands for wild-
life conservation purposes.

In every instance where a lease is issued in
conformance with these regulations, such
lease will contain in addition to the other
requirements the following special stipula-
tions:

1. Geological and geophysical prospecting
conducted on the leased premises shall be
of a type and at a time satisfactory to the
Fish and Wildlife Service.

2. No drilling operations shall be con-
ducted under the lease until such lease has
been committed to an approved unit plan.
However, the Secretary may, in his discre-
tion, permit or require drilling if he deter-
mines that a unit plan including the leased
area cannot be secured and that drilling is
necessary to protect the interests of the
United States.

(a) A unit agreement which includes lands
administered for wildlife conservation shall
contain a provision that no drilling opera-
tions may be conducted on the unitized
portion of the Government-leased lands ad-
ministered for wildlife conservation without
the consent and approval of the Fish and
Wildlife Szrvice as to the time, place, and
nature of such operations.

(b) In every instance, a plan of develop-
ment which includes lands administered for
wildlife conservation shall not be approved
without the concurrence of the Fish and
Wildlife SBervice.

(c) Lessees shall observe and comply with
all State and Federal laws and regulations
relating to wildlife and shall take such ac-
tion as is necessary to assure observance and
compliance with these laws and regulations
by lessees, employees, and agents.

Moreover, action has been taken on De-
cember 22, 1955, by an order of the Acting
Director of the Bureau of Land Management,
which agency processes these leases, to
supend action on oil and gas applications
within fish and wildlife refuges included in
reserves not mentioned in appendixes A or B
of the recent regulations in order to give
the Fish and Wildlife Service a further op-
portunity to add other reserves to these lists,
either in appendix A, which would prohibit
leasing, or in appendix B, which would per-
mit leasing only after the Fish and Wild-
life Service approves a plan of operation
to give complete protection to the wildlife
in such reserves.

3. The objection of the Wildlife Manage=
ment Institute of Washington to the issu-
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ance of leases to be operated by the Frank-
fort Oil Co. in the Lacassine Water Power
Reserve, Cameron Parish, La., on what it
terms as “ridiculously low” royalty rates, and
on & noncompetitive basis, must be based on
both ignorance of the law and of the facts.

The royalty rates for noncompetitive leases
is established by law and the Secretary of
the Interior is without authority to increase
the legal rate so established.

Bection 5 of the act of August 8, 1946,
under the provisions of which such leases
issued, provides “such leases shall be con-

ditioned upon the payment by the lessee

of a royalty of 12'; percent in amount or
value of the production removed or sold from
the lease.”

The same section provides that “when the
lands to be leased are not within any known
geologic structure of a producing oil or gas
fleld, the person first making application for
the lease who is qualified to hold a lease
under this act shall be entitled to a lease of
such lands without competitive bidding.”

The leases issued under the new regula-
tions in which the Frankfort Oll Co. is the
operator embrace acguired lands, as distin-
guished from the public domain. The act of
August 7, 1947 (61 Stat. 913), known as the
Acquired Land Leasing Act, provides that ac-
quired lands “may be leased by the Secretary
under the same conditions as contained in
the leasing provisions of the Mineral Leasing
Laws,
Consequently the provisions of the act of
August 8, 1946, cited above, as to royalty and
issuing leases noncompetitively apply. The
Geological Survey reported the lands em-
braced in the so-called Frankfort Oil Co.
leases as not being on a structure of a known
oil or gas field. The Frankfort Oil Co. sub-
mitted a plan of operation prior to the issu-
ance of the leases which was approved by the
Director of the Pish and Wildlife Service. It
is apparent, therefore, that I was bound by
the law and could not issue these leases com-
petitively, nor could I prescribe a royalty
other than that prescribed in the law, to wit,
1214 percent.

4. As a matter of fact, the plan of opera-
tions submitted by the Frankfort Oll Co. and
approved by the Fish and Wildlife Service
when put in operation will enhance the value
of the Lacassine Waterfowl Refuge and not
destroy the wildlife or the lands in the re-
serve, While the plan is a lengthy one and
would not be practical to quote in full, let
me call your attention to some of its basic
provisions. Among the adequate provisions
made to preserve the ecological conditions
and to improve the refuge are:

(a) No pollution or undesirable disturb-
ance of the condition of impounded waters
will result from the operations of the
company.

(b) There will be no disturbance in the
use by ducks and geese on the area in ques-
tion if they choose to use the area.

(c) The operating program of the com-
pany is specifically designed to improve the
attractiveness of the area In question as a
resting place and feeding ground for wildlife,
and particularly for migratory waterfowl,
which up to the present have avoided the
area in question, preferring the northern
section of the refuge. y )

_ The whole plan is designed so that the
company assume the responsibility for un-
dertaking a mineral-development program
which will satisfy the Department that the
highest standards are met in the develop-
ment and conservation of mineral and wild-
life resources. In every condition of the
lease and of the plan of operation the pri-
mary aim has been to permit operations only
under such conservation measures as will
insure the adequate utilization of the lands
for the primary purposes for which they have
been acquired or are being administered.
No one who knows the facts could make the
charge of lack of conservation of wildlife
areas in the issuance of such oil and gas

subject to the provisions hereof.”™
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leases, ‘Moreover, these amended regula-
tions will insure that all future leases like-
wise will contain conditions which will pro-
tect in full measure wildlife areas, and where
such protection cannot be assured in cer-
tain areas, no leases will issue,

It might be of interest to note that the
greater part—60 percent—of the reserve is
under active mineral development by nine
companies. The mineral-development activ-
ities in the refuge now include nine pro-
ducing wells all outside of the area leased.
This is possible because when the United
States purchased these lands the oil and gas
rights were reserved by the original owners,
Consequently, the United States has no juris-
diction over drilling in this area. It must be
assumed that since drilling operations are
now being conducted in the northern part
of the refuge that sooner or later wells will
be drilled near the southern part of the
refuge adjoining the 40 percent of the area
now covered by the Prankfort leases and may
cause drainage of oil and gas from the area
controlled by the Fish and Wildlife Service.
Consequently; it was advantageous to the
United States and to the preservation of the
refuge area to issue leases and control op-
erations thereunder, under a plan approved
by the Fish and Wildlife Service which would
glve added protection to the area, than wait
until drainage of oil or gas occurs when the
United States would be compelled, in order
to protect its oil and. gas rights, to lssue
leases without the protection it now has:

If T-appear, Mr. Case, to write you in some
detail, I trust you will understand that I
want to make unguestionably clear the facts
and the law about which you have been so
seriously misinformed.

As 1 have observed your erroneous refer-
ence to leasing of wildlife refuges as con-
trary to law, is the only piece of evidence of
any sort that you offer to support the sweep~
ing charges that you make in your telegram.
I am forced to conclude that you have no
other evidence to back up your unfounded
generalizations. This is understandable, I
might point out, since none exists.

At such a time as you might wish to learn
something of my firm policy of carrying out
vigorously my assigned responsibilities for
the protection and development of our na-
tional parks, forests, and wildlife refuges, I
am sure you cannot fail to be impressed by
the facts of record.

I am proud of the record of accomplish-
ments which have advanced the cause of
conservation since this administration took
office. Files of the Department contain
numerous letters of commendation from
conservationists and leaders of their na-
tional organizations who have taken the time
to study this record objectively. I shall cite
a few instances from this record of which
you do not seem to be aware.

I strongly endorsed and the Department
worked for the passage of Public Law 167
which the President has described as “one
of the most important conservation measures
affecting public lands that has been enacted
in many years.” This law ended abuses of
the mining laws under which claims could
be filed, not for bona fide mining purposes
but for the purpose of obtaining claims or
title to valuable timber, summer-home sites,
or grazing land and water. Public Law 167
affords infinitely greater protection to timber
resources in our national forests than has
ever before been known.

Under this administration the National
Park Service has embarked on the most com-
prehensive program' of protection, improve-
ment, and development in its history. We
call this Mission 66, because it is.a 10-year
program designed to provide the National
Park Service with all it needs to protect the
parks and to provide. for 80 million wvisitors
by 1966. The program ‘has been submitted
to the Congress with the strong support of
President Eisenhower. ;

The Park Service 1s operating in the cur-
rent fiscal year with a budget 40 percent
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higher than it had when I took office. The
integrity of the system has been protected
by my action in rejecting numerous propos-
als which would have intruded upon the nat-
ural beauty of park areas.

I have announced my unalterable opposi-
tion to the proposed transfer of lands of the
Wichita National Wildlife Refuge to the De-
partment of the Army. Sincere conserva-
tionists have been fit to praise generously
and on frequent occasion my eflorts to pre-
serve intact the boundaries of the Wichita
Refuge.

You may recall a smear attack which was
made on me a few months ago because the
Department granted a temporary permit to
the Navy for use of 49 acres in the Cape
Hatteras National Recreational Area which
covers a total of 28,5600 acres. The permit was
granted after protracted negotiations during
which the Navy certified that use of the land
was essential to the national security. Yet

this was labeled a “McKay giveaway.” I was-

interested to note that Mr. Fred M. Packard,
executive secretary of the National Parks
Association, has now reported in the current
issue of National Parks magazine that he is
convinced the Navy facility at Cape Hatteras
1s warranted.

I greatly regret that at least some of the
facts that I have set forth were not in your
possession at the time that you signed your
recent telegram attacking me. I have the
good faith to believe that if you had known
these facts you would not have been moved to
make statements and allegations that were
unfortunately not only unsubstantiated but
at variance with the truth.

Sincerely yours,

Secretary of the fnte.ﬂor.

* I point out that Secretary McKay has been
very kind and generous and charitable with
the gentlemen who have directed a reckless
and Irresponsible attack against him.

As set forth in his letter, the facts speak
for themselves.

There is nothing new about oil and gas
leasing on certain wildlife refuges.

It has been authorized by law since 1920.

The very refuge about which so much has
been sald lately, the Lacassine Refuge in
Louisiana, had nine producing wells on it
before this administration came into office.
These wells are on land where the mineral
rights were retained by the owners at the
time the land was incorporated in the refuge.

Except for the making of twisted political
charges by enemies of Secretary McKay and
the administration, I fail to see the differ-
ence between drilling for oil on land where
the mineral rights are privately held and
the drilling on land where the rights are
held by the Government. Certainly there is
no difference as far as the wildlife is con-
cerned.

But the smear artists do not talk of the
wells already operating Iin the refuge.
Rather, they choose to hold up their hands
in horror over some purported misdeed of
the Secretary., They want to convey the im-
pression that he has let down the bars to
a hitherto untouched wilderness area which
has never heard the voices of men or the
sound of machines before. Quite the con-
trary is true as any reasonable examination
of the facts will show.

The first Interior Department regulation
under which leases were issued was signed
in 1947 by a Becretary in the previous ad-
ministration.

Because he found the 1947 regulations in-
adequate, Secretary McEKay suspended them
and ordered new ones drafted which would
afford greater protection of the wildlife
values in the refuges.

It was the announcement that these new
regulations had been signed which touched
off the present storm of abuse directed at
the  Secretary. His political opponents
leaped at the opportunity to twist and dis-
tort his action in an effort to mislead many
sincere conservationists,
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In his reply to the attack made on him in
the telegram to the President, Secretary Mc-
Eay has very patiently explained the true
facts regarding his administration of the
affairs of the Interior Department, with par-
ticular reference to oil and gas leasing in
wildlife refuges.

The gentlemen who signed the telegram
charge that Secretary McKay has made per-
sistent efforts to foster the exploitation and
destruction of our national parks, forest,
and wildlife refuges.

But, as Secretary McEay makes clear, they
offer only one solitary piece of evidence to
support this sweeping charge. And, Mr.

President, that particular piece of evidence

turns out to be completely baseless.

I have read with care Secretary McKay'’s
detailed statement of the law and the facts
about the policies of his Department regard-
ing the issuance of oll and gas leases on
wildlife. I suggest my colleagues do the
same. The Secretary's letter makes crystal
clear that he is carrying out in every respect
the intent of Congress when it passed the
laws which govern these matters,

Quite recently newspapers all over this
country reprinted an editorial of the Laredo
Times of Texas which described Secretary
McKay as one of our greatest Secretaries of
the Interior. Mr. President, I want to join
today in endorsing that statement. Douglas
McEKay is doing an outstanding job and he
deserves the heartfelt thanks of all Ameri-
cans who are concerned with the wise con-
servation and sound development of our
country’s natural resources.

Under ordinary circumstances, it would
therefore be disturbing to find individuals,
describing themselves as Republicans, ask-
ing that the President remove this official
from office.

In this case, however, it is not disturbing

at all since the individuals in question are

a mighty peculiar breed of Republicans if,

indeed, they be Republicans at all. Cer-
tainly, their unwarranted charges in this
instance have a distinct ring of the official
New Deal campaign line. ;

And they have cast a grave shadow over
every sportsman and sincere conservationist
in the country by their resort to crude po-
litical methods in dealing with a subject
which is mnot political in any sense and
should be kept beyond the realm of partisan
politics for the greatest good of all.

Here is the arrogant threat which they
have served on the President of the United
States:

“We don't like McEay. Because we don’t
like him, you must fire him. If you don't
do our bildding, we will bring about the de-
feat of the Republican Party, regardless of
candidate, in the next election.”

These four individuals, who call them-
selves Republicans, threaten single-handedly

to bring about the defeat of the Republican

Party at the next election unless the Presi-
dent of the United States immediately does
as they direct.

Who are these political wizards? I do not
know them. Perhaps the distinguished Sen-
ator from Minnesota, who has suddenly
become solicltous of the welfare of the Re-
publican Party, knows them. He introduced
their telegram inta the Recorb. He has been
kind enough to warn us Republicans of the
tremendous vote-manipulating power of
these Irlends of his. I suspect that the
Senator from Minnesota has really not
changed his viewpoint or the philosophy for
which he is well known in this chamber.
As far as I know, he still plans to work for
the election of a Democrat candidate. I
suspect, therefore, he may have had his
tongue in his cheek when he joined the
authors of this telegram in warning the Re-
publican Party as to what it would have
to do, if it wants to win the next election.

The junior Senator from Minnesota has
come here on the floor of the Senate bear-
ing gifts but not gifts that we Republicans
want to accept. And I don’t think we are

3879

going to accept his kind words of political
advice now, either.

These Republican friends of the Senator
from Minnesota are not pikers, They prom-
ise to defeat the Republican Party—regard-
less of candidate. They don't care whom
we run. They don't care, I presume, whom
the Democrats run., They don’t care about
the issues. Their vote is for sale—for the
price of firing McKay. It’s as simple as that.

I don't know whether the Senator from
Minnesota is going to take my advice any
more than I am going to take his, but I sug-
gest to him that he introduce his friends
to the Democrat National Committee. Imag-
ine how Paul Butler would welcome these
men on his staff. He could get rid of Clay-
ton Fritchey and the rest of his expensive
propaganda machinery. He could junk the
Democratic Digest. If he would simply turn
the campaign over to these friends of the
Senator from Minnesota, his worries would
be over.

If the Senator from Minnesota doubts my
word about this, let me read the proof that
these friends of his offer the President of
the United States to prove their awesome
political power. Let me read from the tele-
gram the Senator from Minnesota intro-
duced into the RECORD:

“If you question our abllity to muster
votes for conservation, witness the defeat
of amendment 7 in New York State last No-
vember by a majority of over 2 to 1, despite
the efforts of politicians and selfish interests
over a period of 30 years. It took us only
6 weeks to do that—we have 36 weeks to
organize the 40 million purchasers of hunt-
ing and fishing licenses in the United
States.”

There you have it.

I rise to the defense of the sportsmen and-
conservationists of this country. They are.
not: going to be led meekly to the polls by a
group of disgruntled individuals masquerad-
ing as conservationists. I know thousands
of sportsmen and conservationists. They are
fine people. They are good citizens. Before
they cast their votes they want the facts.
They want to hear from many others be-
sides a few who are quick to assess blame
and loud in demanding redress of an imag-
ined grievance before they have heard the
whole story.

Incidents such as this lead me to suggest
to my conservationist friends that they bear
in mind in the months to come that this is
an election year.

We have had ample warnings by now of
the lengths to which the foes of the Eisen-
hower administration are willing to go in
their frantic efflorts to achieve their ends.

The devotion and the enthusiasm of con-
servationlsts for their cause makes them the
natural objects of New Deal inflammatory
propaganda. Reckless charges calculated to
arouse their apprehension over the handling
of our natural resources have been made in
the past and, I am sure, will continue to be
made in the future.

But I am confident that the many sincere
conservationists throughout the country will
resist all such attempts to use them and
the great cause they represent for brazen
political purposes.

They are going to get the facts, Mr. Pres-
ident, and they are going to welgh them
carefully, and then they are going to vote
for a Republican President, just as they did
in 1952.

And as they do, I am sure they will be
aware of the patient and untiring efforts
of Secretary Douglas McEKay to carry out
the many responsibilities of his office in the
face of a vicious and calculated smear cam-
paign based on sly innuendo, misrepresenta-
tion and half-truths, or no truth at all

They will be aware, for example, of the
great nmew program for the development of
the national parks, which was prepared
under his direction and transmitted to Con=-
gress with the full endorsement of the
President.
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The program, known as Mission 66, will
cost approximately $124 million during the
next 10 years. It is designed to equip the
parks to handle 80 million visitors by 1966.

One of the first acts of this administration,
insofar as our national parks are concerned,
was to reverse the 15-year trend of neglect
which was touched off by World War II and
prolonged by the EKorean confiict.

Today, under the administration of Secre-
tary McKay, the national park system is
larger, more adequately staffed, and more effi-
ciently administered than it ever has been.

Since this administration entered office in
January 1953, more than 130,000 acres have
been added to the park system. The Park
Bervice currently is operating on a budget
approximately 40 percent higher than when
this administration came into office.

Mention of this administration’s record in
the field of conservation would not be com-
plete without calling attention to the man-
ner in which the integrity of the park system
has been protected under Secretary McKay.

For example, the Department rejected ef-
forts to obtain permits to build tramways
at Mount Rainier National Park, Rocky
Mountain National Park, Crater Lake Na-
tional Park, and Grand Canyon National Park.

The Department has rejected efforts to
modify the newly extended boundaries of
Olympic National Park.

The Department has rejected eflorts to
open Joshua Tree National Monument to
mineral prospecting and mining, or to abol-
ish it altogether. Protection of this area
was strengthened when 10,000 acres inside
the monument boundaries were acquired in
exchange for 10,000 acres of federally owned
grazing land outside the monument.

Negotiations with the Department of the
Navy resulted in withdrawal of a proposal
to use a considerable portion of Death Valley
National Monument as an aerial gunnery

range.

I belleve that Mission 66 will prove to be
the finest contribution to national parks
since the Service was established in 19186.

The Department has also established 8 new
wildlife refuges, and 3 more are in the process
of being established. During the last fiscal
year wildlife refuges received the largest
allocation of funds ever made for acquisition,
development, and maintenance.

Since this administration took office,
nearly 80,000 additional acres have been ac-
quired for wildlife preservation through pur-
chase, lease, or transfer of federally owned
lands.

Under this administration, Federal wild-
life refuges have been established for the
first time in Kansas and Colorado. New
lands have been added to the Federal refuge
program in Louisiana, North Dakota, Een-
tucky, Tennessee, South Carolina, Texas,
Washington, Florida, Maine, Oregon, Idaho,
Michigan, and New York.

In the 6 years preceding this administra-
tion, 36 wildlife refuges were abolished. The
total Federal wildlife reserves were reduced
by 408,527 acres during that perlod.

These are only a few of the facts of record
regarding the work and achievements of
Secretary McEKay and the Interior Depart-
ment in protecting our most precious herit-
age, the natural resources of this eountry.
They are worthy of the attention of all mem-
bers of the conservation movement and I
know that when the facts have been studied,
the true story will begin to emerge of how a
courageous public servant has struggled to
fulfill the responsibilities of his office, too:
often ;eceiving smear and slander as his only
reward.

THE STATUS OF FORCES TREATY—
AMERICANS SUBJECT TO FOR-
EIGN LAWS NOT COMPATIBLE
WITH UNITED STATES

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, an edi-
torial in the Washington Post and
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Times Herald of this morning brings to
mind a very important treaty, a treaty
which vitally affects the welfare of many
of our people, especially those in the
Armed Forces.

GI TRIED IN FOREIGN COUNTRY

That treaty is the Status of Forces
Treaty which provides that a member of
our Armed Forces who is charged with
a crime in a foreign country must be
tried under the laws of that country
where the crime is alleged to have been
committed.

This treaty has been condemned by
many patriotic organizations and
thoughtful persons in the United States,
including the American Legion, the Vet~
erans of Foreign Wars, the Daughters of
the American Revolution, the Business
and Professional Women, and many
others.

Under this treaty, if a GI commits a
crime in one of the Middle East coun-
tries, he may have his hand amputated
for stealing a loaf of bread, for example.

THE EDITORIAL

The editorial is entitled “Mr. Bow's
Curved Ball.” It reads in part as fol-
lows:

A dangerous move to undermine the North
Atlantic Alliance Is underway in the House
of Representatives. Under the pretense of
protecting the rights of American armed
personnel abroad, Representative Bow and a
number of his colleagues are pushing a reso-
lution that would direct the President to
denounce or revise the Status of Forces
Treaty. Success for this venture would leave
NATO in a condition of uncertainty that it
might not be able to survive.

NATO: THE ATLANTIC TREATY

NATO never was in a position to sur-
vive. It was stillborn, because it guar-
anteed something which all the power of

the United States cannot guarantee, that

is, the status quo and the integrity of
the colonial slavery system throughout
the world.

How does it do that? Through our
guaranty to go to war when the empire-
minded nations of Europe, England,
France, the Netherlands, and Belgium
are at war. We have no control over how
they get into war. How are they going
to get into war? As has been amply
demonstrated during the life of the
treaty, by defending their colonial slav-
ery system.

We broke away from England’s colo-
nial slavery system in 1776—the first

break in the system. Yet we agree to

assist holding other nations under the
system.

This treaty is very dangerous to the
welfare of the United States and to its
citizens in our Armed Forces.

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1956

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3183) to provide an im-
proved farm program.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order the Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]
is entitled to the floor.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
~ Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the
senior Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR-
rAY] has asked me to yield to him for
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20 or 25 minutes. If there is no objec-
tion on the part of the acting majority
leader, I am happy to yield to the Sen-
ator from Montana for 25 minutes.

*The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I do not
wish to object, but before the Senator
from Montana proceeds I should like
to inform the acting majority leader that
it is my intention to speak on the farm
bill tomorrow. I give notice that I in-
tend to speak on the bill tomorrow.

Mr. THYE subsequently said: Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
I may be permitted to have the floor
tomorrow following the conclusion of
the morning business, to make an ad-
dress on the farm question.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Is there objection to the request of
the Senator from New Mexico that he
be permitted to yield to the Senator
from Montana for 25 minutes? The
Chair hears none, and the Senator from
Montana is recognized,

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise

to discuss the Agricultural Act of 1956.
There are involved in any discussion
of the farm bill extremely important
issues beyond the field of agriculture
itself.
The action taken by Congress on this
measure will affect the national economy,

from small town main streets to major.

industrial centers. It will establish

precedents in the field of resources con-.

servation. It can have a marked effect
on our international relationships, and
our efforts to establish peace throughout
the world.

In our consideration of this measure,

therefore, we need to bear in mind, in-
addition to the serious economic plight:

of the farmers, the effect that a con-
tinued agricultural depression can have
on our national economy. We need to
examine the sort of resources conserva-
tion policy we are establishing. And we
need to measure the effeet which either

surplus dumping, or excessive restric-

tion of our food production, may have
on our foreign policy in a hungry world.
Although I shall support a number of
amendments, I regard the bill reported
by the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry greatly superior to the proposals
made to it by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture for the administration. The ad-
ministration proposals did not provide
any real net additions to farm income.
Our committee, by restoring 90-percent
supports and dual parity, has provided
for some additional net to farmers and
I congratulate them for it.
ECONOMIC ASPECTS OF THE FARM SITUATION

. There is a great deal of evidence that
the present deflation of farmers, and
the effort to keep farm prices low re-
gardless of consequences in agriculture,
is a deliberate and positive part of over-
all administration economic policy.
Political capital was made in the sum-
mer and fall of 1952—although price
indexes had been stable then for many
months—about inflation and 50-cent
dollars. Campaign promises were made
that inflation would be stopped and the
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purchasing power of the dollar would be
stabilized.

In the spring ot 1953, the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morse] in one of his reports
for the now nonexistent Independent
Party, warned us that deliberate defla-
tion of agriculture could be expected.

The Senator called our attention to a
study that had just been issued by the
New York Clearing House Association,
composed of the New York banks which
were providing key officials for the new
administration. The study was entitled
“The Federal Reserve Reexamined.”
This elaborately printed study came to
this conclusion:

The major challenge * * * is the problem
of resisting those forces tending to debase
the value of money and combating them ef-
fectively whenever they are in the ascendant.

The study listed as “more important”
inflationary factors—factors that had to
be fought—Government spending and
debt, loan programs, the full employment
goal, demands of labor for wage in-
creases in excess of productivity gains
and “support of agricultural prices at
high parity levels.”

This study was a blueprint of the hard-
money policy which the administration
instituted in its early months. Interest
rates were increased both on what the
Government borrowed and on the Gov-
ernment lending programs, including
housing loans and agricultural credit
programs. In March and April 1953, a
slide in farm product prices was started.
The Commodity Credit Corporation re-
duced the price on one of its large feed
holdings, cottonseed meal, from $80 per
ton to $57 per ton. This caused the
market price of this important feed in-
gredient to break $10 per ton. in the
Memphis, Tenn., market during the week
of April 16, 1953. The Commodity
Credit Corporation sold more than 700,-
000 tons of this meal, thereby weakening
the prices of other oilmeals and feed.
This was the beginning of the deliber-
ately induced slide of farm prices, which
has been kept going by reduction of dairy
price supports, reduction of the various
feed and oilmeal price supports, and,
finally, reduction of the supports of basic
commodities, which were held to 90 per-
cent of parity through 1954 by the farm
law.

The record does not bear out the con-
tentions that the “sliding scale” did not
become effective until 1955. The slide
started on nonbasic commodities with
the cottonseed meal deals of 1953. The
low price policy for agriculture has been
pursued since early 1953.

The drastic monetary and fiscal poli-
cies adopted early in 1953 by the new
administration induced a recession, and
those policies were moderated within a
few months. Making money scarce and
dear by interest boosts proved to have
such serious effects in the business world
that this means of achieving a stable
dollar was deemphasized.

Although there have been continuing
attacks on labor wage levels, such as Sec-
retary of Agriculture Bensen's frequent
illusions to “soft wage increases,” the
administration has found it either un-
wise or impossible to drive labor's wages
down.
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- The New York bankers” blueprint did
not call for any limitations on profiteer~
ing or excessive business profits, and no

effort to impose such limitations was to

be anticipated with businessmen “here
in the saddle,” as Secretary of the In-
terior McKay put it. That area of ac-
tion to maintain the purchasing power
of tihe dollar was not even to be consid-
ered.

. The result of experience with the ad-
ministration application of its hard-
money policy has been that farmers al-
most alone have been deflated—and the
farmers  have been bled absolutely
white—to keep the administration pledge
of a stable dollar. Small business has
suffered as a result of the decline of pur-
chasing power of its customers and the
ruthless competition of big business. But
in the area of price deflation, the farm-
ers have been made to foot the whole bill
not only of dollar stability, but the cost
of higher prices and higher profits for
the big-business men who are here in the
saddle. ;

A look at the cost-of-living index,
maintained by the United States Depart-
ment of Labor, shows the situation.

The cost of living has gone up eight-
tenths of 1 percent between 1952 and
1955. The index stood at 113.5 for the
year 1952 and at 114.5 for the year 1955.
The only item in the whole index which
showed any decline was food. The con-
sumer price of foods was off 3 percent.
Housing, rent, medical care, transporta-
tion, electricity and gas, solid fuels and
fuel oil and household operation had
climbed from 1 to 11 percent.

* Cost of housing was up 5 percent.

Rent was up 11 percent.

Medical care costs have gone up 8
percent.

Electricity and gas are up 6 percent.

Solid fuels and fuel oil are up 5 percent.

The cost of household operations is up
7 percent.

Whatever stability there has been in
the total cost of living index has been
achieved by the deduction of other rises
from payments for food produced by the
farmers.

I ask unanimous consent to include in
the Recorp a table of the changes be-
tween 1952 and 1955 in this index.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Namara in the chair). Is there objec-
tion?

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as

follows:
Cost of living index

Percent
1952 1955 change
All items 113.5 | 1145| 40.8
110. 9 -3
120.0 =45
130.3 | 411
128.0 | +90
126.3 -+.08
110.7 | +6
125.2.1 +6
Household operations.........| 11L8 | 118.1| 47

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, the
New York Times, in an article by Rich=
ard Rutter which appeared in the Jan-
uary 26, 1956, issue, challenged a state-

ment in the President’s Economic Re-
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port, which had just been released, con-
tending that a record business boom had
been accomplished without the accom-
panying specter of inflation.

- “The Times article continued:

* But had it?

Almost daily for the past few months, news
articles earried reports of significant price
increases. These have occurred mainly in-
industrial commodities, but scme consumer
items have been affected.

* The article then pointed out that with
the single exception of food:

Every other item in the cost-of-living
yardstick—apparel, housing, gas and elec-
tricity, transportation, services, and
like—has risen substantially.

The Times concluded:

So the apparent stability in the cost of
living has been entirely due to a decline in
food costs.

The cost to farmers of the consumer
savings on food has been a great deal
more than the 3 percent finally reflected’
to the housewife. Before the lower food
prices reached the consumers, to offset
and absorb the price increases of all
other categories of consumer prices, the
processors and distributors of food prod=-
ucts took advantage of a heavy share of
the farmers’ losses. Farm prices have.
dropped from 100 percent of parity in
1952 to 80 percent at the last report.
This is a decline of 20 percent in the
farm price level to get through just a
3 percent decline in consumer food
prices.

On February 28 the Associated Press
carried a story to all the newspapers of
the Nation announcing that administra«
tion economists were sticking to their
claim of no inflation in spite of price in=
creases in coal, copper, lumber, fuel oil,
tin, rubber, rayon, and many others.

The press agency reported:

Official statistics support Mr. Elsenhower’s
views (that there has been no inflation),
Although almost all family budget items ex-
cept food rose during 1855, the Bureau of
Labor Statistics Consumer Index -climbed
only four-tenths of 1 percent for the year,

" -The story continues: .

Food, representing 30 percent of the Inw
dex, dropped seven-tenths of 1 percent last
year and almost 5 percent in the last 4 years.
That movement reflects in part the 5-year,
25 percent slump in prices received by farm=
ers. It probably has prevented living costs
from moving up past the record set in Octo=
ber 1953.

Mr. President, a careful reading of this
article will confirm the familiar fact that
the farmers have had to pay the bill,
both for the alleged stability of living
costs and for swollen profits. I ask
unanimous consent to have this article
printed in the Recorp at this point in
my remarks,
There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:
{From the Washington Evening Star of
February 28, 1956]

UNITED STATES SPIKES INFLATION TALE As
PRICES RISE SLIGHTLY
(By Sterling F. Green)

Government economists today stuck to
their forecasts of no inflation while report<
ing prices still are edging up generally, with
falling food costs obscuring the rise.
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The consumer price index for January,
issued last week, showed a slight decline for
the second successive month. The drop was
caused primarily by lower meat and grocery
bills.

But price increases have occurred recently
in many basic industries—coal, copper, lum-
ber, fuel oll, tin, rubber, and rayon, among
others. There is trade talk of possible rises
in steel and alumdnum.

SEEMING CONFLICT

This might seem to conflict with Presi-
dent Eisenhower’'s assertion, in the eco-
nomic nressage to Congress a month ago, that
record income and production.levels were
achieved in 1955 without the specious aid of
price inflation.

Official statistics support Mr. Eisenhower's
views. Although almost all family budget
items except food rose during 1955, the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics Consumer Index
climbed only four-tenths of 1 percent of the

ear.

1 Food, representing 30 percent of the in-
dex, dropped seven-tenths of 1 percent last
year and almost 5 percent in the past 4
years.

That movement reflects in part the 5-year,
25 percent slump in prices received by farm-
ers, It probably has prevented living costs
from moving up past the record set in Octo-
ber, 1953, In that month the index stood
at 1154 percent of the 1947-4 average; to-
day’s index is 114.6.

The wholesale index, watched more closely
by businessmen because it covers the ma-
terials of production, has risen more rap-
tdly—about 1.5 percent in the past 12
months, Not counting farm products and
processed foods, the basic industrial com-
modities rose more than 4 percent in 1955.
Meats skidded 17 percent and processed
foods dropped 5 percent.

TREND 1S UPWARD

Some high-ranking Government econo-
mists report that they expect more of the
same during at least the early part of 1956,
They make one important exception: Farm
prices, they agree, may stabilize but prob-
ably will not rise appreciably this year.

“For a time we expect a continuation of
what we've been having,” said one econo-
mist. “The general trend is upward and
it still has momentum.”

Continued rises are expected in many of

the consumer costs which increased last
year.
Why, then, do Government economists ex-
pect a fair degree of consumer price sta-
bility? They give these reasons among
others:

Part of the higher cost will be absorbed by
the manufacturers because sales compe-
tition is getting keener. Corporation profits,
which in 1955 were the second highest in
history, may be shaved. Retailers may be
obliged to trim their margins, though many
are already complaining of a profit squeeze,

RISE IN PRODUCTIVITY

Rising productivity—more goods per work-
er per hour—will offset another portion of
the increased labor and materials expense.
Investment in plant mechanization and la-
bor-caving machinery has been at record
levels, and is continuing.

Auto prices are likely to stay stable. Com-
petition for volume sales remains keen and,
as one official observed, “there are just too
many cars running around.” Housing costs
still are rising put the industry is becom-
ing concerned over the possibility of pricing
itselfl out of the market.

In the household-appliance field, officials
report, there is little opportunity to mark up
price tags, Consumers are well stocked;
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they can afford to walt for bargains and re-
act adversely to price boosts,

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, the de-
liberate nature of this policy of defla-
tion of agriculture is reflected in every
administration statement on the subject.

Secretary Benson has repeatedly con-
tended that the low prices would be the
farmers' salvation; that they would in-
crease per capita consumption of foods
and cause the farmers to reduce produc-
tion. The President, in his 1954 mes-
sage, offered only the reassurance that
abrupt declines in farm prices would be
avoided. Here in Congress, we have
heard leaders praise the “graduality’” of
the farm deflation as the great virtue
of the Eisenhower-Benson farm policy.
They have never talked of maintaining
or restoring farm prices. They talk only
of letting them go on down—gradually.

Secretary of Agriculture Benson in re-
cent months has attempted to turn the
wrath of farmers, aroused by the delib-
erate deflation of their prices and in-
come, against labor by referring to
“round after round” of “soft” labor wage
increases.

But the Secretary’s charges in this
area have made little headway, for an-
other administration spokesman, the
Commissioner of Labor Statistics in the
Department of Labor, has publicly stated
that manufacturing output per man-
hour rose 10 percent from 1953 to 1955.
Average hourly wages of production
workers in manufacturing rose 6 percent
in those years.

What has risen are the profits of the
businessmen who, as Secretary of the In-
terior Douglas McKay said in an address
to the United States Chamber of Com-
merce, which was tape recorded, are
“here in the saddle.”

Corporation profits are up 18 percent
before taxes and up 32 percent after
taxes.

Dividends paid to stockholders are up
19 percent.

The fact is that in the third quarter
last year dividends paid to stockholders
passed the total net income of the Na-
tion’s farm operators. In the fourth
quarter, dividends paid stockholders
were at a rate of $2 billion more per an-
num than total net farm income.

The only time before in our national
history when this situation prevailed was
in the period from 1930 through 1932.

It should be unnecessary to have to
describe the national economic situation
in those years, but apparently some
people have forgotten them. Our Nation
was in the deepest economic difficulties
in its history. Stock market values based
on pure speculative fever, in face of de-
clining agricultural income and pur-
chasing power, had collapsed. There was
a Farm Holiday Association spreading in
the Middle West, just as there is a Na-
tional Farmers Organization spreading
through that area today. We were un-
dergoing the Hoover depression.

I am aware that any effort to warn the
administration and the Congress of seri-

‘ous economic consequences of their
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policies, subjects one to the risk of being
described as a ‘“prophet of gloom and
doom.” But someone must take that
risk. I do mnot predict a depression.
There is still time to make economic ad-
justments and avoid a great economic
catastrophe. But adjustments must be
made. The parallels between the twen-
ties and the early thirties are too numer-
ous to be ignored. And unless adjust-
ments are made, including a rebuilding
of the income of the farmers, serious
consequences to the whole economy are
inevitable.

There is immediate need for action
both to raise agricultural income and also
to halt profiteering by big monopolistic
enterprises in this Nation which so thor-
oughly control basic industries that they
are able to raise their prices and main-
tain their excessive profits in the face of
surpluses even greater than those in
agriculture.

An investigation by labor economists
of Secretary Benson’s recent allusions to
soft wage increases has yielded a very
significant picture of what is going on in
our economy.

Mr. Donald Montgomery, director of
the Washington office of the United
Automobile Workers, summarized these
findings in an address to the Pacific
Northwest Farm Forum at Spokane
Wash., a few days ago—on February 13.
I ask unanimous consent that his re-
marks and analysis appear at this poini
in the REcorp. It is an excellent show-
ing that profiteering—not soft wage in-
creases—is boosting prices.

There being no objection, the remarks
and analysis were ordered to be printed
in the RECoRD, as follows: .
INDUSTRY PROFITEERING IS RAISING FARMERS'

CosTs
(By Donald Montgomery, director, Washing-
ton office, United Automobile Workers, at

Pacific Northwest Farm Forum, Spokane,

Wash., February 13, 1956)

I

They are laying workers off at automobile
plants, 8,600 in December, more than 28,000
in January.

General Motors says car production will
be cut 12 percent this year.

One explanation is—farmers are not buying
as many cars as they would like to buy.
Falling farm income is responsible.

This is one good and practical reason why
organized labor does not like what is hap-

pening to farmers, and why they would like
to do something about it.

Since the war, wages, profits and dividends
have been going up; farm income has been
going down. This sharp movement in op-
posite directions of two major divisions of
our economy creates, as we see it, nothing
less than a national emergency. Drastic
action is called for. The remedy, obviously,
is to get the farm economy back into line
with the rest of us.

How to do that I can't tell you. That's
farmers’ business. My assignment here, as
I interpret it, is to answer Secretary of Agri-
culture Benson's charge that labor’s wage in-
creases are putting the bite on farmers. As
background for that, I ask you first to look
at the important postwar trends within our
economy.

The last 3 years (1952-55) in this post-

war period show some marked differences
from the first 5 (1947-52).
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Postwar trends in the American economy

% Corporation profits G NeF I‘m.im:;mm

e e tion divi- | operator

- perators
salaries | papore After dends from

taxes taxes farming
1047 billion dollars. . 125.2 2.5 18.2 6.5 17.2
1952 do. 190, 5 35.9 116.1 9.0 14.0
19562 . do 221.9 44.5 1222 12.6 10. 6
Change from 1047 0 1952, - - ccoeecmenmna- percent. . +52.2 4317 —1L.5 38,5 —18.6
Change from 1952 £0 1985 . - o eecommcmmme- do.... +16.5 +24.0 37.9 40,0 —24.3
Change from 1947 to 1555 2. do. +71.2 +50.8 22,0 +93.8 —38.4

1E fits tax on corporations was imposed as of July 1950 and expired Dec. 31, 1053,
2 mﬁ?asgup:ens are for 4th qgnarter of the year, seasonally adjusted, annual rate. ’

Wages went up more rapidly than profits
in the earlier period; profits took over the
lead in the last 3 years. We were promised
a business administration in the 19562 cam-
paign, and that’s what we got.

Excess profits taxes were imposed on cor-
porations in the first period, taken off in the
second.

Farm income fell $630 million a year in
the earlier period, 81,150 million a year in
the second. The business administration
we were promised, and got, doesn't seem to
treat farming as a business.

Most dramatic fact of the last 3 years is
that total dividends paid out to corporation
gtockholders caught up to and passed the
total net income of farm- operators.. That
happened in the third quarter of last year.
In the fourth guarter, dividends exceeded
farm income by $2 billion, or 19 percent.

Only once before have American stock-
holders received more income from their
shares of stock than American farmers have
earned out of their land and labor. -That
was-in the years 1930 to 1032.

We were in trouble, deep trouble, in those
years. Is there a warning to us in the fact
that, once again, stockholding has become

a more profitable occupation than the busi-

ness of providing the United States with its
foods and fibers?
o

Topic of your conference this year is the
farm cost-price squeeze. Secretary of Agri-
culture Benson has been talking about that.
More than once he has said that labor's wage
increases have caused the rising costs that
are hurting farmers.

I welcome the opportunity to refute that
charge. But, in passing, I want also to com-
ment on Mr. Benson's attempt to make farm-
ers belleve that the rising costs of the things
they buy are hurting them more than the
low prices they are getting for what they
have to sell.

‘Mr. Benson's officlal” publications, if you
examine them, will show you that falling
farm prices accounted for 12 of the 14 points
by which the farm parity ratio has fallen
since he took office—from 94 percent of par-
ity in January 1953 to 80 percent of parity
today. Rising industrial prices knocked only
1 point off of this parity ratlo. Higher taxes
and interest charges knocked off the other
point.

Lower prices received and higher prices
paid are the 2 jaws of the vise that is
squeezing farmers. Figures published by Mr,
Benson's Department show how the 2 jaws
bite.

Farm prices were at 94 percent of parity
when Mr. Benson became Secretary of Agri-
culture in January 1953. They are at 80
percent of parity today.

The indexes which his Department con~
structs for measuring this parity ratio show
that:

1. Prices received by farmers fell 15.7 per-
cent. If the prices farmers pay had re-
mained stationary, this fall in prices received
would have brought the parity ratio down
from 94 percent 3 years ago to T8 percent
today.

2. The prices farmers pay did not remain
stationary. Prices pald for the commodities
which originate on farms—food, feed, seed
and livestock—went down 10 percent. This
raised the parity ratio from 79 percent to
82 percent. Thus the combined net effect
of falling farm prices over the 3 years was
to reduce the parity ratio by 12 points, from
94 percent to B2 percent.

3. Prices farmers pay for industrial prod-
ucts went up 3 percent, on the average.
This brings the parity ratio down from 82
percent to 81 percent. And that, to date,
has been the total net effect of the price
increases which Mr. Benson has been talking
about.

4. Interest and taxes paid by farmers went
up, on the average, more than 20 percent
over these 3 years. This knocked the parity
ratio down 1 more notch, to 80 percent, and
that's where it is today.

5. Wages pald by farmers to hired labor
went up 1'% percent and had only slight
effect (two-tenths of a point) on the parity
ratio.

Changes from January 1952 to January 1956
in inderes used by Department of Agricul-
ture for computing parity ratio

[1010-14 equals 100)
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But unjustifiable as they are, and much as
they ought to be stopped, I trust Mr. Ben-
son will not persuade farmers to accept the
present low level of farm prices as normal.
Speaking at New Orleans last September,
Mr. Benson sald, “I am deeply disturbed by
any action which adds even 1 penny to the
production costs of farmers at this time.”
We share that concern with Mr, Benson,
even when he narrows it down to the last
penny. More than that, we want to do
something about 1t. We know, "however,
from figures published by his Department,
that for every penny which higher prices of
automobiles, trucks, and farm machinery
have taken from farmers’ pockets during the
last 3 years, the falling prices of farm prod-
ucts have taken 20 pennies. We wish Mr.
Benson had been deeply disturbed about
that while it was going on—deeply enough to
do something about it and to stop it.
Sharpest increase in all the rising costs
imposed upon farmers over these 3 years was
the cost of interest payments. They rose 30
percent. Mr. Benson did do something
about that. He raised interest rates. To
make the money supply tight and interest
rates high has been an open and proud
purpose of this administration. Mr, Benson
has served that purpose loyally, on several
occasions. He speaks with i1l grace about
other farm costs if he forgets what he and
his administration have done to raise this
one.
I propose mow to refute Mr. Benson’s
charge.
m

For a general answer to the charge that
wage increases have forced manufacturers to
raise their prices, I rely on Annual Survey of
Manufacturers published by the Census Bu-
reau in the Department of Commerce, cover=
ing the years 1947 to 1953.

This survey shows that, for manufactur-
ing as a whole, wages paid to production
workers account for only 40 percent of the
value added by manufacture. Value added
is the difference between the sales value of

Yesia T ; manufactured products and the cost of ma-
uary mary | Percen
iy 1060 | cinnge }:zl:dg,ﬂ::el. power, ete., purchased by manu-
An important fact for our discussion today
Prices received by is that in most of the industries whose prod-
268 22| =157 wycts constitute major cost items for tarmers,
o84 281 —1.1 Wages took a smaller portion of this value
added in 1953 than in 1947.
Value added in selected manufacturing in-
288 260 -2.3 dustries and wages of production workers,
3!“ Egg *11;2 1947 and 1953
341 270 | —20.8 [Dollars in millions]
Weighted average..|.....coocolemacacca.| —10.0 Per-
Commodities o. Indus- 1947 | 1953 cg::;;e
trial origin:
Automobiles (family for 0 15.6
L N AR
Motor vehicles (farm L Stﬁ.?l}“; Grlds’ and; rolling
T 359 L0 I Value added by
Farm machinery_-_.. 310 323 -+4.1 manufacturing .| $2,276 | $4, 626 | +103.3
Mgﬁ‘; vehicle sup- s o e Wn;:e:‘:‘ of production Pl B
S e - workers... ... ....- 5 2 ]
Farm supplies........ 258 | (e Percent, wages to ¥ RO
Building materials valueadded______. 58.8 7.0 -
and fencing. ... 350 3671 449 1 Motor vehiclesand parts:
E{;ﬁ[ﬂ;;er _______ o ;{g Lﬁ _';gg Value added by
% TR :
Household operation. 101 198 +3.7 wﬂ%ﬁ“ﬁmﬁﬁgm $3,577 | $6,038 | +o4.0
House furnishings. .. 275 273 =0.7 workers_.__.____.._| $1,688 | $3,083 | +82.6
Bullding materials. ... 380 398 | +4.7 Percent, woges to y %
We!ghted 8 g 1RO (RN (A — +3.0 111, Tmct‘:’rfl;l:llﬁ added.._.... e B
Value added by
Other costs o 2| 4164 manufacturing......| $332 $678 | +104.2
Taxes......_.-.. Wages of production
Interest payments._.. u7 152 | +30.0 workers...__._.....| $I7T8 $266 | +40.4
‘Wages to hired labor. 514 52| +L5 Porounit) wiges Sth
5 alue added. ... 886 B2 | eania
Weighted average.. +8.7 [y Farm ' machine: (ex-
cluding tractu‘lis d i
I don't want to make little of any increase ;g:nuuor;c%ur(ing,l_ Y] s | ss2| 4om0
in farmers' costs, especially under present- ages of production
conditions of farm income. The higher costs * pgﬁéﬁ”‘ﬁgaﬁ“a&‘ §204 | §244 | 410.6
farmers are being forced to pay are not value added.. . ... 483 W'ip lnioet
justifiable and I shall not try to justify them.
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I think you will agree that when labor’s
share of the total manufacturing spread goes
down, it cannot be accused of having forced
manufacturers to ralse their prices.

Perhaps the most interesting thing shown
in these reports bearing on the relation of
wages to prices is that labor's share of the
manufacturing spread has been falling in
the high-wage industries, like steel, auto-
mobiles, farm-machinery tractors and farm
machinery, but it has been rising in low=-
wage industries like textiles, wearing apparel,
paper, and leather. There are exceptions,
but this is the general rule.

This may surprise you; it doesn't surprise
us, High wages do not automatically trans-
late themselves into high labor costs. On
the contrary, the high-wage industries tend
to hold labor costs down by using modern
technology to make manpower more produc-
tive.

In any event, the broad evidence is that
from 1947 to 1953 wage increases could not
have been responsible for the price increases
that occurred in the industries whose prod-
ucts figure most heavily in farm costs.

Since 1953, output per man-hour in manu-
facturing as a whole has been rising more
rapidly than wages per man-hour. This was
stated recently in a public speech by the
Commissioner of Labor Statistics whose of-
fice has been studying the subject inten-
sively. He says manufacturing output per
man-hour rose 10 percent from 1853 to 1955.
Average hourly wages of production workers
in manufacturing rose 6 percent in these
years.

These two facts together mean that al-
though the wage per hour went up the labor
cost per unit of output went down. This
disproves the charge that wage increases have
forced manufacturers to raise their prices,

Mr. Benson has his own opinion. He has
sald several times recently that our wage
increases are larger than the gains in output
per man-hour. As if he knew. Of course he
doesn’t know, but he had to say this in order
to back up his unfounded charge that wage
increases are compelling farmers to pay
higher prices for industrial products.

w

Now, getting down to cases, I shall be
specific. Wage increases in the summer of
10565 were deliberately seized upon by im-

t companies and industries as an op-
portunity to increase their prices without
justification and try to make iabor the scape-
goat for their profiteering.

I start with the steel industry because that
is where the profiteering parade started. In
July 1955, the United States Steel Corp.,
leader of the industry, blew the whistle and
the parade took off.

When United States Steel signed its 1955
wage contract, its prices were already so high
that it was making profits one-third larger
than in 1953, the best previous year in its
history, and 73 percent above its average
profits of the 7 postwar years (excluding 1952,
the year of the long strike). United States
Steel’s profits after taxes when it signed the
contract were double the average of the post-
War years.

The price increase of $7.50 a ton which
United States Steel put into effect upon
signing the wage agreement was almost three
times as much as the cost of the wage
increase.

It was worth at least $95 million of in-
creased revenue to United States Steel in
the second half of 19556. Cost of the wage
increase in the same period was around $34
million. That gives you an idea of the money
that can be made by parlaying a wage in-
crease into a price increase—$60 million in
half a year.

United States Steel could have reduced its
prices $7.60 a ton for the entire year 1955,
instead of raising them 87.50 in the second
half, and would have come out of the year
with more profit after taxes than the $222
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million it made in the best previous year
of its long history, 1953.

After raising wages and prices in July,
United States Steel proceeded in the second
half of the year to surpass the sizzling profit
record i% had established in the first half
year.

The indisputable fact is that United States
Steel has been, and still is, using the 1955
wage contract to fatten its profits at the
expense of its customers—the industries that
convert steel into the things which you and
I buy.

This is a repeat performance on the part of
United States Steel. It did the same thing
with wage Increases in 1948 and 1953 and
1954, Only it did it in a bigger way this
time.

The rest of the steel industry has not been
far behind United States Steel in turning
the wage increase into a rich source of profits
at the expense of its customers, Financial
reports for 1966 from 11 of the largest steel
companies show that profits (after taxes)
of the Industry as a whole will top the best
previous year, 1950, by almost 40 percent and
the T-year postwar average by 76 percent.

Profits before | Profits after
Laxes taxes
United States Steel Corp.
profits:
1st half 1955 £177, 878, 000
2d half 1955. 192, 320, 000
Year 1955_ . __. T30, 197, 625 370, 197, 625

Bes( prior year, 1953 . 545, 087, 8B40 222, 087, 840
Postwar average

(1947-54) 1. ___._.| 412,933,000 177, 138, 000
Steel-industry profits, 20
companies having 90
percent of total steel
eapacity):
1955, 9 months_ .| 1,412, 400, 000 712, 300, 000
1965, full year, esti-
mated 2. .. _.......| 1,996, 900, 000( 1,007, 000, 000
Hest Jarior years:
1953, -~ | 1,833,000,000] 615, 200, 000
1950, ... 1, 500, 900, 000] 713, 000, 000
Postwar average
(147-54) Vo oeaai 1, 224, 600, 000/ 571, 400, 000

1 Exeluding the strike year, 1952,

* Based on full-year reports of 11 companies having 80
percent of total steel eapacity, and $-month reports of
companies having 90 percent of total steel capacity.

The steel industry is private enterprise,
but this kind of price gouging is no private
matter. Higher steel prices become higher
costs for many other industries. You and
I don't often buy a piece of rolled steel as
such, but whenever the price of steel goes up
we pay it, again and again in hundreds of
things we buy. As, for example, automo-
biles and farm implements.

Like United States Steel, General Motors
announced last summer that its 1955 wage
contract would force it to raise prices.
Prices on the 19566 models were advanced
about 5 percent.

This is undoubtedly the most fantastic
example in the whole long history of wage-
price fakery.

When General Motors signed the contract
to raise wages 21 cents an hour, it was mak-
ing a profit of $3.20 for every hour worked by
every one of its more than 400,000 production
workers in the United States. \

When General Motors told the public it
had to raise prices, it was saying in effect,
that it could not absorb this cost of 21 cents
and hour out of a profit of $3.20 an hour.

GM cracked the billion-dollar-profit bar-
rier last year, for the first time in the his-
tory of corporations. Its profits of $1,189,~
000,000, after taxes gave it a return of 35
percent on its investment. Its profits before
taxes—the profits it collects from its cus-
tomers—exceeded $2.5 billion, 40 percent
more than it had ever made in any year of
its highly profitable history.

Instead of raising prices 5 percent in the
fourth quarter, GM could have reduced prices
5 percent and still earn 16 percent on its
investment,
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Ford Motor Co. took similar advantage of
the wage increase to put over higher prices
on the public.

Earning $3.06 in profit for every hour
worked by its production workers, it said it
could not absorb 21 cents an hour of in-
creased wages.

The first financial report ever made public
by Ford Motor Co. covers the 9 months ended
last September 30. It shows that a 5 percent
increase would have been worth $197 million
in that period, whereas a 2l1-cent-an-hour
wage increase would have cost only $45 mil-
lion.

So they exact from thelr customers more
than four times the cost of the wage increase
and then blame their higher prices on the
workers.

Ford, too, could have reduced prices in-
stead of raising them. Its 1955 profits will
be more than 25 times its annual average
profits of the postwar years,

Profits before | Proflts after
taxes -

taxes

Genernl Motors Corp.

Best prior year, 1050___

$2, 539, 000, D00 $1, 189, 000, 000
8§34
Postwar average, 1947~

1, 812, 000, 000

] a

ool RUEL IO TRIR 000,

Ford Motor Co. profits: < e g e
1955, b months._...._. 689, 400, 000 312, 200, 000
1855, full year esti-

mated ' ____________| 896, 200, 000 405, 900, 000
Best prior year, 1950.__| ~ 540, 600, 000 260, 300, 000
Postwar average, 1947

W 1954, .| 348, 900, 000 158, 100, 000

m;:ia;tsifnated as 1.3 times the reported profits for 0

Ford Motor Co. not only raised car and
truck prices, it took the lead in launching a
T-percent price increase on tractors, which
apparently set the price pattern for the
farm-machinery industry.

What is the wage-price-profit picture in
farm machinery? Profits are thinner in this
industry. The reason is obvious. Too many
of its customers are farmers.

However, we challenge this industry, too,
to prove that it could not have absorbed
the 1955 wage increase without raising prices.
Harvester's latest financial report shows that
if a 7 percent price increase and the 1955
wage increase had been in effect for all of
the year ended last October 31, its profits
would have been increased by $30 to $35 mil-
lion, an increase of about one-third over the
profits it reported. This is true despite the
fact that in September Harvester fought a
strike for 4 weeks before concluding an
agreement with our union.

Oliver Corp. and Deere & Co. reports show
that a 7 percent price increase will bring
them more than $1.50 for every $1 of added
wages pald under the new contract.

What steel price increases have done to the
cost and profit position of these farm ma-
chinery companies their finanelal reports
don't reveal. It certainly is important to
them. It is through them that the disgrace-
ful profiteering of the steel industry is passed
along to you, the ultimate consumers.

The president of International Harvester,
your guest speaker today, wrote an open
letter to Secretary Benson last September,
commending him on the New Orleans speech
which sought to pin the blame on labor’s
wage increases for the trouble farmers are in.

I bring this up here because of the ques-
tions his letter does and does not raise. Mr,
McCaffrey’s letter dwells right heavily on the
wage increases his company has paid. It
puts less emphasis on the increased prices of
materials, although the latter bulk consid-
erably larger in their total costs. While the
letter is generally critical of the wage in-
creases, I can find in it no criticlsm or ques-
tion of profiteering with regard to higher
steel prices, On the contrary it describes
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these material prices as “largely payments
going to labor on other companies’ payrolls."”
8o labor is to blame for everything, even the
profiteering of the steel corporations.

The fact is, as I have already shown, that
steel profits did not require prices to be in-
creased $7.50 a ton, but would permit them
to be reduced #7.50 a ton, and still keep
profits above the highest level of all prior
years.

Concluding his letter, Mr. McCaffrey sug-
gests to Mr. Benson that the farmers' “great-
est opportunity to meet the market price of
farm products and maintain their profit posi-
tion lies in new and improved mechaniza-
tion.” Moderate changes in the price of a
farm machine are, he says, largely irrelevant
from the farmer’s standpoint if the machine
reduces his costs and improves his earnings.

I don't think farmers should be expected
to meet the market price of farm products at
present low levels, and I doubt that even the
finest machines can make these low prices
profitable. Organized labor quite widely be-
lieves, I am sure, that quick and effective
action to get farm prices back up, and to
bring farm incomes into line, is vitally im-
portant for farmers for labor and for every-
one else.

But that won’t do any good if the profiteer-
ing parade that was launched last year pro-
ceeds unchecked on its dangerous course.
Ralse farm incomes to the point where farm-
ers become good customers again and they,
too, become a set-up for price gouging.

This is no idle question. Even as the rec-
ord-breaking steel company profit reports for
the year 1955 are being released from day to
day, the steel industry is talking about an-
other general price increase.

“Steel Makers Say More Price Increases Are
Coming; Claim Market Is in Good Position
To Absorb Them.” That's a headline in the
Wall Street Journal of January 30.

As a matter of fact, steel prices have been
edging up steadily since last summer’s big
increase. More and more of the so-called
sextras” which steelmakers tack on to basic
prices are being increased. They have added
more than a dollar a ton to steel prices in re-
cent months, one paper reports. U. 5. Steel
announced higher “extras” on plates, sheets,
and strips on January 27. It is expected to
boost prices on iron ore before the shipping
season opens on the Great Lakes. Steel lead-
ers are talking about the need of bringing
prices into line with production costs.

Further steel-price increases will be seized
upon by steel-using industries for further
price boosts on their products, plus, of course,
an addition to their own profits,

The executive board of my unlon, the
United Automobile Workers, spoke out im-
mediately last July when General Motors and
Ford sald they were going to ralse car prices.
It challenged the need for raising car prices,
and it asked the Joint Congressional Com-=-
mittee on the Economic Report to get at the
facts behind these prices, including labor
costs, and to tell the people of this country
what was going on.

When Ford Motor Co. in August announced
higher prices on its tractors we again issued
a public protest and renewed our demand
for investigation.

When Secretary Benson In September
charged that our wage increases are forcing
farmers to pay higher prices Walter Reuther
wrote a letter to Benson denying the charges
and asking him to join us in asking a com-
mittee of Congress to get all the facts, in-
cluding labor costs, and lay them out on the
table for the people to see and judge. Mr.
Benson's reply renewed the charge, but ig-
nored the request.

With steel prices edging up constantly and
with another general price increase predict-
ed, I think you will agree that full-fledged
investigation of profiteering in these major
industries is urgently needed.
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Mr. MURRAY, Mr. President, Mr.
Montgomery points out that after the
United States Steel Corp. signed its 1955
wage confracts, and with its profits al-
ready one-third higher than its best
previous year, the company used the
wage contract as an excuse to increase
steel prices three times the cost of the
wage increases.

Mr. Montgomery stated, and he has not
been contradicted:

United States Steel could have reduced its
prices $7.50 a ton instead of ralsing them
§7.50 in the second half, and would have
come out of the year with more profits after
taxes than the $222 million it made in the
best previous year of its long history, 1953,

This study shows that General Motors,
with its profits last year of $2.5 billions
before taxes and of $1,189 million after
taxes—a rate of 35 percent on its invest-
ment—could have reduced its prices last
year by 5 percent instead of raising
them by 5 percent and still would have
earned 16 percent profit on investment
after taxes,

The same sort of situation existed in
other automobile concerns. Similarly,
wage increases in the farm machinery
concerns, which deal directly with the
most depressed segment of our economy,
were followed by price increases con-
siderably in excess of any increased wage
ccats.

THE ECONOMIC PATTERN TODAY

Mr. President, the events that we see
oceurring in the economy today are
frightening to those of us who can re-
member how past depressions have
started, and how our march out of the
depression of the early thirties was
halted by profiteering of the great
monopolistic corporations.

The pattern today is almost exactly the
same as existed in 1937, when the Gov-
ernment was spending billions of dollars
to stimulate the economy, to create em-
ployment and greater purchasing power.
At that time, the big corporations
moved in and began to skim the cream
off the Government spending by unjusti-
fiable price increases. All that was
needed was their cooperation with the
Government program, and willingness
to accept reasonable profits. The spend-
ing programs had the economy so well on
the way to recovery we had been able to
reduce the makework appropriations
some.
big businesses started profiteering. They
thereby cut purchasing power, started a
new recession and forced the Govern-
ment to renew its expenditures again.

We had an investigation at that time
of the so-called sit-down strike of
wealth against economic recovery, and
its frustration of recovery efforts by
profiteering.

Summarizing the findings of the in-
vestigating committee on the floor of
the Senate on May 23, 1938, I said:

It will be seen from the testimony of all
those representatives of finance and industry
appearing before our committee that in 1936
and early 1837 business conditions and re-
employment were advancing rapidly. All
that was necessary for continued recovery
was honest and unselfish coopera.tion, but
unfortunately there was a lack of that nec-

essary spirit of ‘cooperation. Industry, in
its interminable quest for profits, began to

But instead of cooperating, the '
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make unreasonable advances in prices and
otherwise failed to observe good judgment
and sound economic principles. That is ex-
actly what caused the recession in the re-
covery we are experiencing.

Continuing af that time, I said:

The present recession follows the classic
analysis of the 1920 depression made by
Brookings Institution. The testimony pre-
sented before our committee thoroughly es-
tablished the conclusion that the unbalanced
prices which developed in 1936 and 1937
caused the recession.

Robert W. Irwin, furniture manufacturer
of Grand Rapids, Mich., testified directly
that the recession was caused by the main-
tenance of artificial prices * * * Here is an
impartial witness from the ranks of indus-
try frankly acknowledging the cause of the
present recession. Prof. Paur H. DoucLaAs, of
the University of Chicago, testified that the
monopoly fixation of prices, which was
clearly shown by undisputed facts, is the
major cause of the present recession, as well
as the 1929 depression. Prof. Alvin H, Han-
sen, of Harvard University, testified to the
same effect.

It appears, therefore, from this general
study of the testimony, that while the Gov-
ernment was seeking by the expenditure of
billions of dollars to create purchasing pow-
er and stimulate industrial activity in the
country, the leading industrial and business
enterprises moved in to take advantage of
the Government spending and enrich their
own treasuries. Practically all of the lead-
ing industries began to ralse prices shortly
after the public-works program began. As
prosperity began to return, wild excitement
and speculation on the stock exchanges fol-
lowed, and very soon, as a result of excessive
prices and profits being made by the big
industries of the country, the new boom
began to develop.

This urge is nothing new. Adam Smith,
160 years ago, shrewdly remarks:

“People of the same trade seldom get to-
gether, even for merriment and diversion,
but the conversation ends in a conspiracy
against the public, or in some contrivance to
raise prices.”

The parallel between what happened
in the middle thirties and the price in-
creases and excessive profits which are
being taken today out of the economy—
and now largely out of the farmers’
pockets—is emphasized by comments
which the distinguished former Senator
from Indiana, Mr. Sherman Minton,
made during my adaress to the Senate
in 1938.

This colloquy occurred between Sena-
tor Minton and myself:

Mr. MinToN. Did not Mr. Enudsen, the
president of General Motors Corp., appear be-
fore the committee?

Mr, MureaY. He did.

Mr. MinToN. I think the figures show that
in 1932 General Motors made $165,000; in
1936 they made $238 million; and I believe
the figure was even higher in 1937.

Mr. MurraY. That is a correct statement.
* * * As a matter of fact, practically every
corporation in the United States made great-
er profits in 1936 and 1937 than at any time
since 1029, A great many of such corpora-
tions made greater profits in 1937 than they
did at the highest peak of our national pros=-
perity in 1929.

Mr, Minton then summarized his point.
I quote him:

Mr. MmnTtoN. I wonder if the Senator will
agree with me in the statement that Mr.
Knudsen's company, General Motors, was one

of the chief beneficiaries of the spending
program, and a splendid example of what
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the Senator has just pointed out. The cor«
poration took all the profits for itself. Gen-
eral Motors, presided over by Mr. Knudsen,
paid Mr, Knudsen two-hundred-thousand-
odd dollars in 1934; three-hundred-thou=
sand-odd dollars in 1935; and five-hundred-
thousand-odd dollars in 1936. The corpora-
tion did not reduce the price of commodities
to the public at all. It raised wages very
little, but it raised the salaries of its own offi-
cers, and paid fat dividends to stockholders.

As I have already shown, General
Motors Corp. profits last year, before
taxes, were $2.5 billion and, after taxes,
they were more than $1.1 billion. This
is 5 times the rate which helped to bring
on the recession of 1937.

There are those who contend that
“what is good for General Motors Corp.
is good for the country,” but a continua-
tion of the excessive profit take of such
big corporations, at rates like 35 percent
on investment after taxes, will lead to
the same sort of economic trouble as it
did in 1929 and 1937.

Back in 1938, Cleveland, Ohio’s out-
standing spokesman for business, the
banker-economist, Leonard P. Ayres,
recognized that business greed was be-
hind recession difficulties. He testified
before our committee:

Last spring (1937) there were many warn-
ings about prices rising too far and too fast.

It is regrettable that the lesson this
Clevelander learned in the experiences of
1929 and 1937 did not trickle down to
those who were to succeed him in eco-
nomic leadership in that community and
the Nation. If it had, the present ad-
ministration might be showing more
concern about lower labor income, rising
unemployment, and the serious deflation
of the farmers.

Two answers are being made today to
those of us who are concerned about the
economic consequences of the present
farm depression.

One is that farmers are not really in
any difficulty. That is the line that Sec-
retary of Agriculture Benson and editor
John Fischer of Harper's magazine take:
That farmers are still dwelling in a
“clover and Cadillac heaven.”

This assertion has been adequately
answered here on the floor in this debate
and by publications which support the
administration but have too much eco-
nomic intelligence to try to conceal the
true situation for partisan reasons. For
example, the February 10 issue of U. S.
News & World Report, published by
David Lawrence, portrays the agricul-
tural situation as a very serious one. The
article reveals a decline in net income
per farm from $4,301 in 1952 to $3,800
last year and an estimated $3,673 this
year. It shows a 20-percent decline in
farm spending between 1952 and 1955. It
shows farm debts up $4.3 billion in the
same period and farm assets down from
$155.5 billion in 1952 to $145.1 billion in
1955, a decline of more than $10 billion.
It reflects also the effect of increasing
industrial profits in the continuing high
prices of all the nonagricultural prod-
ucts which farmers must buy.

Only the political apologists for the
present administration stick to this
claim. If was interesting that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Iowa [Mr, Magr-
TIN], who made a trip to Iowa and then
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appeared with Agriculture Secretary
Benson on a 30-minute television broad-
cast last week, did not endorse the Sec-
retary’s claim that conditions in agri-
culture are basically good.

The second argument is that farm
population is down and that agriculture’s
importance in the national economy has
declined to the point that we can have a
farm depression without ultimately
causing a general depression.

Dr. John Davis, director of the Har=
vard University Graduate School’s pro-
gram on agriculture and business, who
was an Assistant Secretary of Agricul-
ture in the present administration, has
refuted that argument. In an address
on October 17, 1955, to the Boston Con-
ference on Distribution, Mr. Davis
warned that while agriculture was once
a relatively larger part of the national
economy than today, a drop in farmer
purchasing power will be felt signifi-
cantly in terms of limiting our over-
all national economic potential.

Mr. Davis has coined a new word,
“agribusiness,” to describe the total of
all operations concerned with the proe-
essing, distribution, and production of
farm commodities. He stated:

Agribusiness is a major component of our
national economy—employing about 40 per-
cent of our total working force and produc-
1ng about 40 percent of our Bross national
product. As already indicated, it currently
encompasses annually some $15 billion of
manufactured farm production supplies, $30
billion of commodities grown on our farms,
and $90 billlon of consumer products in the
form of food and fiber.

Leon Keyserling, former Chairman of
the President’s Council of Economic Ad-
visers, recently made a careful analysis
of the farm problem. In his study he
points out that farm spending in 1951
was about 7.2 percent of our total na-
tional spending. The farmers bought 8
percent of the output of the chemiecal
industry, more steel than the entire
passenger-automobile industry, rubber
products enough to replace the tires on
6 million cars, and the equivalent of
16'% billion gallons of crude oil—more
than any other industry. He estimates
that between 2 and 3 million workers
outside agriculture are engaged in sup-
plying farmers with these basic products
and others.

Then he warns us:

The difference between a year of high pros-
perity and a year of substantlal recession
for the whole economy is reprasentecl 'I:lj"
only a few percentage points. For example,
during the 1953-54 recession, the decline in
total national espending never exceeded
about 3 percent. But the deficiency in mar-
ket for products caused the true level of
unemployment at its peak to rise to about
5 million, and our total national produc-
tion to fall, at the bottom of the recession,
to an annual rate nearly $30 billion below
the full production level.

CURRENT EFFECT ON THE ECONOMY

The effects of the decline of farm
spending are increasingly appearing
today in our economy.

Small business, and especially dis-
tributors in rural areas, are particularly
hard hit. But employment in the big
factories is also down, and in farm-im-
plement factories employment is still
steadily declining. The trade publica-
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tion Implement and Tractor for Febru-
ary 11 reports that tractor output the
first 6 months this year, originally sched-
uled at 177,000 units, has been cut back
to 137,000—a reduction of 20 percent
this year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
McNamara in the chair). The time
allotted to the Senator from Montana
has expired. Does the Senator from New
Mexico yield additional time to him?

Mr. ANDERSON. I shall be happy to
do so. I ask unanimous consent that I
may yield such additional time as may
be necessary to enable the Senator from
Montana to conclude his remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MURRAY. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. President, unemployment in the
automobile industry is growing; layofis
since mid-December by the major auto-
mobile producers reached more than 72,-
000 by mid-February. I have just seen a
study of new automobile registrations
comparing 1950 and 1955—the industry’s
2 biggest years—classified according to
percentage of farm-owned cars.

In the 12 States where farm ownership
of automobiles is highest, from 17 per-
cent to 38 percent of all cars, there was
an actual decline in 1955 in new auto-
mobile registration compared with the
previous record year of 1950.

In the 12 States where the percentage
of farm ownership of cars was lowest,
ranging from 8 percent down to 1 percent
of the cars in each State, the new car
registrations showed a gain of 21 per-
cent in 1955. The clear conclusion of
the study is that the farm market for
cars is off and that this is a major cause
of the present increase of unemployment
in the automobile industry.

The farm problem, Mr. President, is
the concern of every one of us, because
the health of the whole national econ-
omy is involved. It is urgent to every
one of us, whether we be from an indus-
trial State or & rural State, to see to it
that the deliberate deflation of agricul-
ture be halted and reversed and that
farm income be rebuilt.

It is imperative, therefore, that we not
only enact but strengthen those provi-
sions in the measure now before us that
will actually add to farm income and
help to build agricultural income back
up to the point required for a healthy
national economy.

The only provisions of the bill which
will do that—the only provisions which
make a net addition to farm income—
are those restoring 90 percent of parity
supports for the basic commodities and
restoring the old parity formula.

These provisions are opposed by the
administration, We are hearing threats
of a veto. These threats do not surprise
me. It is a fact that if we stop the
process of bleeding farmers to offset in-
flation in every other segment of the
economy, &5 has been done consistently
for the past 3 years, then the people of
the Nation can no longer be deceived
about the achievement of dollar stability.
The inflation that has occurred in the
prices and profits of the big, monopolistic
businessmen who are here in the saddle
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will then become apparent to the con-
sumers. Of course, the administration
would like to avoid a disclosure of the
falsity of its stability claim.

But it remains to be seen if the Presi-
dent has been so misguided by those
around him that he will risk the sound-
ness of the economy in order to preserve
a propaganda campaign claim among
consumers.

THE SOIL BANK AND TRUE CONSERVATION

The soil bank proposals—the acreage
reserve and the conservation reserve—
will not add to net farm income imme-
diately, as the economic situation re-
quires.

Farmers are to get payments for not
cultivating and not producing crops on a
part of their land. It is purely replace-
ment of income they otherwise would
have received from crops produced.

The most the soil bank payments to
farmers can do is create a temporary
illusion of added income. I understand
that efforts will be made to send checks
to the farmers during the summer—be-
fore the election—to pay them for taking
acres out of cultivation. But in the fall
of 1956, when the farmers have less pro-
duce to take to market, they will all be
aware that their soil bank checks were
merely prepayment of income normally
received at marketing time.

I am extremely doubtful of the sound-
ness of the acreage reserve proposal from
a conservation viewpoint.

This is a proposal to take out of pro-
duction 10, 20, or 30 acres—a relatively
small patch—on each farm which pro-
duces one of the basic commodities on
which acreage allotments are in effect.
The land that really needs to be returned
to grass and trees does not necessarily lie
in little patches on every farm.

A sound conservation approach to
shrinking the total land in cultivation
in the Nation would call for the retire-
ment from cultivation of the poorest
lands—the lands unfit for the plow.

The publication Land Facts, of the
Soil Conservation Service, United States
Department of Agriculture, shows that
39 million acres of class V, VI, and VII
land are in cultivation. It is too wet,
too steep, too stoney, or too arid for
cultivation, Much of it has severe lim-
itations even for grazing and should be
in trees.

This land ought to be taken out of
cultivation, and we should move on to
the additional 47 million acres of class
IV land which has very severe limitations
for cultivation and would be better used
if planted in grass or trees.

This land is of low productivity. But
I seriously doubt that it would cost more
to get 50 million acres of these marginal
lands back to grass and trees than 15
million acres of land in the classes which
are suitable for cultivation. We might
very well get as much reduction in pro-
duction per dollar out of a conservation
program soundly based on land capabil-
ity as from this proposal to have a little
patch on each farm—to cover the face
of the Nation with little “corn plasters.”

Certainly the amendment proposed by
my colleague the distinguished junior
Senator from Montana [Mr. Mans-
FIELD] to permit farmers to participate in
the soil bank with off-farm land, when it
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will bring about better land use or farm
management, should be adopted.

Before another Congress convenes, the
whole soil-bank program should be re-
viewed and reorganized. I would strong-
ly favor the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry employing a com-
petent staff to do this job, free of the
partisanship over farm issues found at
the Department of Agriculture.

Another very serious question about
the soil-bank proposal is the extent to
which it will actually shrink production
and the extent to which the United
States should curtail its food production
in a hungry world, in which we are com-
peting with the Communist ideology for
the minds of men.

I am sure that all Senators are doubt-
ful that reduction of cultivated acreage
will actually reduce production propor-
tionately.

This question posed itself acutely in
my own mind when my attention was
called to the Missouri Farm News Serv-
ice, a clip sheet sent to all rural news-
papers in Missouri by the College of Agri-
culture of the University of Missouri.

The clip sheet of articles for publica-
tion in the farm press is featured by a
column-long story captioned “Intensive
Cropping System May Help With Farm
Problem.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire article be printed in
the Recorp at this point in my remarks,
but I shall also summarize it.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

INTENSIVE CROPPING SYSTEM May HeELp WITH
FARM PROBLEM

With higher prices for what he buys and
lower prices for most everything he sells, the
farmer is caught in the middle, says Stanley
Epangler, University of Missouri agricul-
tural economist. To relleve some of this
pressure, farmers must cut expenses or pro-
duce more to sell.

One way a farmer may be able to produce
more and at less cost for each bushel raised is
by growing two grain crops in one year on the
same piece of land.

In many years, a lot of corn has been
planted the last of June or early in July.
This late corn was usually planted as a re-
sult of a flood, a wet spring, or other delay-
causing events. While late-planted crops
are not always successful, in many instances
they reach maturity and supply a lot of feed.
In the case of corn, even immature grain
can provide a lot of livestock feed as grain
or silage.

Why not follow wheat, rye, or barley with
corn or beans? The interest on investment,
taxes, and overhead costs s no more for 2
crops than for 1. It looks like it would be
a paying proposition most years, Spangler
points out.

Of course, there are some drawbacks to
late corn and beans. Some years, the ground
is so dry following a small grain crop that
corn or beans won't come up. Also, other
crops may take a farmer’s time and he may
not have time for late plantings Then, too,
an extra-early freeze or frost may hurt a
late-planted crop.

However, recent developments are making
this intensive cropping idea practical as
time goes by. First, there are more early
seed varieties than formerly.

Second larger and better machinery speeds
up field work. Combines are larger and
more efficlent, getting the small grain out of
the field in a day or two. Tractors are more
powerful and preparing a seedbed doesn't
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take long. Also, some farmers have crop
dryers or access to them.

Third, and important in making 2 crops
in 1 year possible, is the use of heavier fer-
tilizer applications. And adequate soil
treatment greatly speeds up the crop’s growth
and maturity and gives fall-seeded crops a
boost through the winter.

As a general rule, late-planted crops don't
yield as heavily as early ones. But, they re-
quire less work, Spangler points out.
Ground usually works easily and the weed
problem isn’'t as bad. One cultivation usu-
ally takes care of weeds.

Crops to plant after small grains will de-
pend on the needs of individual farms. If
silage is needed, sorghum or corn are good
choices. For a strictly cash crop, the an-
swer is probably beans, while for feed to
fatten hogs or steers, corn is best unless acre-
age allotments are a handicap. Then, maybe
combine-type grain sorghums might be a
good choice.

In summing up what is needed for suc-
cess in this type of double cropping, Spangler
s;ags té:m following points need to be con-
sidered.

1. An early-maturing small grain combined
on time.

2. Enough moisture for the ground to be

plo;vad. worked down, and to sprout the
seed.

3. A highly fertile soll plus plenty of com-
mercial fertilizer, Two crops take a lot of
plant food.

4. Enough labor and machinery to harvest
the grain crop and get the next crop in
speedily.

5. Moisture during the growing season and
an average to late killing frost or freeze.

6. Livestock to utilize the crops as silage,
as soft grain or in extreme cases, as pasture.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, the

article is based on advice to farmers by
Stanley Spangler, University of Mis-
souri agricultural economist, who found
that farmers were caught in the middle
by higher prices for what they buy and
lower prices for what they sell, Mr,
Spangler’s article then states:
* One way a farmer may be able to produce
more and at less cost for each bushel raised
is by growing 2 grain crops in 1 year on
the same piece of land,

Because of Missouri River floods in
past years, farmers in that State have
planted corn as late as the last of June
or the first of July, the article explains.
S0 this economist suggests that Missouri
farmers plant wheat, rye, or barley in
the spring and follow it with corn or
soybeans. If the second crops do not
always mature, he suggests that they
can be used for feed.

The article defends the feasibilty and
enumerates the advantages of growing
2 crops where only 1 was produced before,

Congress votes annual contributions
to help maintain the State agricultural
colleges. One cannot help but wonder
how consistent we are to vote a billion
dollars to reduce acreage and surpluses,
and then appropriate several millions
more for this sort of educational work.

In the early days of the Triple-A, this
sort of inconsistency was avoided.
Farmers in the old agricultural adjust-
ment associations were partners in ad-
justment of production. It was a great
mutual project to eliminate surpluses.
Neighbors worked with each other across
the Nation to whip the overproduction
problem., But that day of farmer coop-
eration to meet jointly the production
adjustment problem is gone. Today
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Government workers encourage individ-

ual farmers to ignore the overall good

of agriculture and attempt to beat the

game as individuals. It is a formula,

of course, to keep farmers divided and

to make any farm program unworkable.
HOW FAR SHOULD REDUCTION GO?

The extent to which this Nation should
reduce its production of foods and fibers,
before making an all-out effort to banish
want in the United States and the world,
is one that should be considered thought-
fully.

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr,
HumpHEREY] and the Senator from from
Tennessee [Mr. Eerauver] propose, by
amendment of the bill, to establish a
domestic food allotment or stamp plan
to improve the distribution and increase
the consumption of food by undernour-
ished citizens of the United States. We
should adopt such an amendment.

Although it cannot be done in con-
nection with this bill, we should also
pass Senate Resolution 65, which I in-
troduced a year ago for myself and a
large. bipartisan group of Senators, to
bring about the establishment of a world
food and raw materials reserve.

Other free nations of the world have
been attempting since immediately fol-
lowing World War II to achieve better
international distribution of food—to
combat hunger—through such a world
food agency. Lord John Boyd-Orr, the
first director general of the World Food
and Agriculture Organization, led an
international effort to establish such a
world food agency. It failed because of
the hesitance of the United States and
Great Britain.

The nations in the World Food and Ag-
riculture Organization and the Interna-
tional Federation of Agricultural Pro-
ducers have continued, in effect, to peti-
tion the United States and other “have”
nations—countries with surpluses that
could help end hunger—to join in a
world-food program.

The International Federation of Agri-
cultural Producers, meeting at Nairoba,
Kenya, in 1954, established a commit-
tee which is soon to report again on a
new program for attainment of their
long sought world food reserve goal.

I am deeply concerned about the ef-
fect that drastic curtailment of food
production in the United States will
have around the world.

Two-thirds of the world’s people live
in nations which have not finally made
their choice between demoecracy and
communism. These are the people of
South and Central America, Southeast
Asia, Africa, and the Middle East, where
so-called stomach communism—the
false promise of enough to eat—holds
its greatest allure,

‘We should be doing everything we can
to win these people. We should be lead-
ing—not just meeting Communist
moves—in the campaign for their alle-
giance. But, we have not only failed to
respond to the polite entreaties of these
peoples to let our surpluses go into a
world food reserve, although it would
help to solve one of our own serious
domestic problems; we are now propos=
ing to spend vast sums of money to pre-
vent the production of food that men,
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women, and children in this world des-
perately need.

Unless the adoption of the soil-bank
proposal shall be accompanied this ses-
sion by positive moves to share our po-
tential abundance with the have-not
nations of the free world, I fear that the
cause of freedom from want, the cause
of world democracy and world peace, will
have been seriously impaired.

I shall discuss other features of tkLis
bill as appropriate amendments come
before the Senate.

In view of the economic situation of
agriculture and its potential effect on
the whole economy, I feel the reenact-
ment of 90-percent supports for basics
and restoration of the old formula for
calculating parity should be supple-
mented with programs to assure a bet-
ter farm return on feeds, livestock and
animal products and other commod-
ities.

In spite of the administration’s ap-
parent willingness to let farm income
sink further, to offset more profits for
General Motors and its other big busi-
ness allies, we need to rebuild farm in-
come not merely $1 billion a year, but
several billion.

I shall support amendments which
have been proposed which will mean
additional net farm income. Such aids
to farmers will be far less costly than
either a recession or a depression.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUEE

A message from the House of Repre-
senatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
passed, without amendment, the bill (S.
2884) to amend the wheat marketing
quota provisions of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended.

EXCUSAL OF PAGES FOR RE-
MAINDER OF THE DAY

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a brief request, with-
out losing his right to the floor?

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, without losing
my right to the floor, I may yield to the
Senator from North Dakota.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I am ad-
vised by some of the pages that they
have an exceptional amount of studying
to do, for some reason or other; and I
ask unanimous consent that all but two
pages on either side of the aisle may be
excused for the remainder of the after-
noon.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
object to that request. I should prefer
that there be a quorum call. I under-
stand why the Senator has made his
unanimous-consent request, but I believe
that every Member of the Senate, and
particularly Members on the other side
of the aisle, need a lot of education about
the bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
jection is heard.

Ob-
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Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, my re-
quest concerned only the pages.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Then I misunder-
stood the Senator’s request. .

Mr. LANGER. I referred only to the
pages.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
misunderstood the request. I withdraw
my objection and ask that all my remarks
pertaining to the request may be deleted
from the REcorbp.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered; and, with-
out objection, the request of the Senator
from North Dakota is granted. -

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1956

The Senate resumed tle considera-
tion of the bill (S. 3183) to provide an
improved farm program.

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Mexico yield, so
that I may suggest the absence of a
quorum?

Mr. ANDERSON, I yield for that
purpose.

Mr., ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a guorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to eall
the roll.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered,

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr, President,
first of all I should like to propose an
amendment to the bill, S, 3183, which is
in the nafture of a substitute for the
soil-bank provisions of the bill. Actual-
ly, this is the language submitted orig-
inally by the American Farm Bureau
Federation, with some slight changes.
It was offered by me in the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, and was
rejected by a vote of 9 to 6. I still think
it embodies something the Senate will
want to consider, because it is a manda-
tory soil-bank provision. Surely, if we
are to have the type of price levels which
have been in effect, it will not be possi=
ble to obtain a reduction in acreage on a
voluntary basis. For that reason I de-
sire to have before the Senate, when it
shall consider the soil-bank questicn,
the amendment to that provision which
I desire to present,

I submit my amendment and ask that
it be printed and lie on the table,

The FPRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received, printed, and
lie on the table.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President,
many of the things I intend to say today
may not deal with the whole philosophy
of the bill, but may relate only to cer-
tain isolated sections, and statements
which have been made about the
measure.

I have previously expressed on the
floor my admiration for the way in which
the senior Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ELLENDER], the chairman of the com-
mittee, conducted the hearings. There-
fore, if I refer to a statement he made
on the Senate floor, I am sure he will
understand I do it only for the purpose
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of trying to bring out points I think
should be emphasized.

The Senator from Louisiana made the
following statement, which I read from
page 3164 of the Recorp for February
23:

It would not stimulate production of the
basics because, as Mr. Benson well knows,
he has in his hands all the tools he needs
with which to control production of the
basics.

I say only that the Secretary cannot
bring the basics down to a matter of con-
trol. He is prohibited from bringing
wheat acreage below 55 million acres.
All that would be necessary next year,
in the absence of that provision, would
be 18,580,000 acres.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, ANDERSON. Iyield.

Mr. ELLENDER. When I made that
statement what I had in mind was this:
Whether or not there were flexible price
supports, or 90 percent of parity price
supports, the Secretary of Agriculture
would have the same production control
devices available to him. Is that cor-
reel? &

Mr, ANDERSON. Yes, I think that
is a correct statement. All I am trying
to say is that he does not have available
to him the tools with which to control
production.

Mr. ELLENDER. The pending bill
does not propose to reduce the acreage
in wheat below 55 million acres except
through the soil bank. Is that correct?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, but it will not
bring that about through the soil bank
provision with 90 percent support prices,
because no farmer growing wheat is go-
ing to be stupid enough to fake his
wheatland out of production in the soil
bank and lose 90 percent support unless
there is a mandatory provision com-
manding him to do so.

We have had indicated the desire year
after year to increase the amount of
wheat acreage under 90-percent price
supports, and even under 85-percent
price supports. It strikes me that when
we know the Secretary eannot keep pro-
duction under control, we have to be
more careful when we start to vote on
high price support levels.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator
intend to propose any amendment which
would permit the Secretary “of Agricul-
ture to cut wheat acreage further?

Mr. ANDERSON. No. I tried that
one time. I tried to have wheat acreage
brought down to 55 million acres at a
time when every Member of the Senate
knew it ought to be brought down to 55
million acres, and that amendment was
defeated. There was no desire then to
bring wheat acreage realistically into
control, and I would say there is no de-
sire today. After one bumps his head
into that kind of opposition a few times,
he abandons such an undertaking.

Mr., CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. I have such a very
high regard for the Senator from New

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mexico that I hesitate to interject at this
time, but it seems apropos to ask a ques-
tion now. Does the Senator feel that
with present 76 percent of parity for
1956, and the soil bank, there will be any
reduction in wheat production this year,
except as to spring wheat?

Mr. ANDERSON. Idonotthink there
will be a reduction of wheat acreage as
regards spring wheat, unless there is in
the law a mandatory provision for a soil
bank—a compulsory soil bank. The
American Farm Bureau Federation,
which spent 3 years studying the soil
bank, came up with a pretty good an-
swer, namely, that the farmer must be
willing to make some adjustment before
we consider the rates of pay he shall get
for doing it.

If there is a mounting pile of surpluses,
it is easy to say we have to do something
about it. I have been critical of the
Secretary of Agriculture, and I intend to
be critical again, if we do not see the
present surpluses begin to disappear; but
I am trying to say, in an effort to be fair,
that the Secretary of Agriculture is not
in a position to handle the situation as
we think it should be handled. We will
have full planting of wheat this year
and for many years to come, and that
must be handled in one of two ways.
About all the wheat land that is neces-
sary to take care of our domestic needs
for food, feed, seed, and a small amount
of extra, is about 40 million acres. The
rest of what we produce is to be turned
into export; and the record of the Inter-
national Wheat Agreement is for anyone
to read. We began with 55 cents. We
were told, “Only a few pennies will get
this wheat into ecirculation.” There-
after, we came up to 65 cents. We are
now an 87-cent subsidy, and still our
wheat will not move in international
trade. We are going to need a subsidy
of $1 a bushel; and then if some other
country stimulates its wheat production,
we again shall face the problem of how
much further to raise the subsidy.

I say again that I do not think it is

wise—and I do not think the Senator
from Kansas wants to have it done,
either—to keep forever increasing the
subsidy, in order to try to shove into
world commerce the surplus wheat pro-
duction which we have at the present
time.
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, let me
say that I am in thorough accord with
what the Senator from New Mexico has
said about our wheat problem. It is a
very serious one. I have every reason
to believe that it will not be long before
the taxpayers of the Nation will object to
paying a $1 a bushel subsidy, and I think
rightfully so. It is for that reason that
I favor a referendum as to whether we
should have domestic parity. I wish the
Senator from New Mexico would discuss
that point.

Mr. ANDERSON. I shall, although I
promise that I shall not detain the Sen-
ate all day. Of course, once a person
begins to discuss this problem, there is a
great temptation to continue the discus-
sion a long time.

But I say to the Senator from Kansas
who is just as much concerned about the
farm problem as I am, and just as anx-
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ious to be helpful as I am that I know
very well that the day will come when
the taxpayers will assert themselves, if*
we keep on subsidizing wheat and if we:
increase the subsidy to $1 a bushel. They
may remember that not so long ago the
price of wheat was $1 a bushel. I do
not want to lose all the farm programs
the United States has. I say, on the
basis of experience, that I think these
programs will be jeopardized if a high
subsidy on wheat is to be paid.

I had the experience of dealing with
the program on potatoes. No one con-
tended that potatoes were not good food,
but it was simply impossible to bring
potato production in the United States
under control, either at 90 percent of
parity or finally at the support price of
60 percent. New areas came into potato
production—not at all the old potato-
growing areas. Those new areas had a
perfect right to come into production.

However, one of the interesting things
I remember from that experience with
potatoes is that the head of a chainstore
told me that at one time his store bought
potatoes in only two States—Maine and
Idaho; and he said, “It will interest you
to know that for the next year we will
not have a bushel of potatoes from either
Maine or Idaho.”

I say such distortion of the agricultural
picture is bad.

In the case of wheat, the supply is so
great that, following the established
formula to make available a quantity
equal to a year’s domestic consumption
and exports, plus 30 percent after allow-
ing for carryover and imports, only 19
million acres could be grown in 1856.
But the Secretary is required by law to
issue allotments based on 55 million
acres.

For upland cotton, the formula in the
law to make available a normal supply,
after allowing for carryover, would give
something less than 7 million acres. But
the Secretary is required by law to per~
mit the planting of more than 17 mil-
lion acres. I think there is some ques-
tion as to whether the Secretary of Agri-
culture needs to use that figure; but he
did have that authority this year.

For rice, the formula to produce a nor-
mal supply, after considering the carry-
over, would give 936,000 acres. But the
Congress enacted a law requiring an
acreage allotment of not less than
1,639,000 for 1956.

For peanuts, 1,454,000 acres would be
needed, based on compilations specified
in the law to produce the average num-
ber of tons of peanuts harvested for nuts
in the preceding 5 years, adjusted for
current trends and prospective demand,
But the Congress has said that the Sec-
retary must issue allotments based on
1,610,000 acres—not far out of balance
in the case of that rather minor crop.

The Secretary of Agriculture has acted
in good faith in imposing production
controls as required by law. But the law
itself has required that many more acres
be kept in production than are needed to
get supplies up to the so-called normal
levels.

In addition, we could analyze these
laws and could try to ascertain what
happens under them. But as I have
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pointed out, every time we come to the
point where someone says, ‘‘The econ-
omy of the State simply cannot stand
it,” we are tempted to reply, “That is not
very important. We will just pass the
bill.”

In July of last year we passed the rice-
control law. I pointed out that it was
unreasonable to cut the rice acreage
more than 15 percent. But the law was
passed. Of course, that law means that
in 1954, when the Secretary of Agricul-
ture saw a mountain of rice, and when
the Department did not impose con-
trols—and I think the Department acted
properly; but certainly as the matter
now stands, we see that it acted wrong-
fully—we got into all kinds of trouble.

However, I should like to say that sit-
uation is not unusual, and it is not a
partisan situation. I think a Republi-
can Secretary of Agriculture failed to
put quotas on rice; I think a Democratic
Secretary of Agriculture failed to put
quotas on cotton. I am simply trying to
say that this is a problem which arises in
every administration, and it is one which
is not too easily and too quickly handled.

Therefore, today I am going to sug-
gest that we should not be too critical
of some of these programs. In the past
few years, and particularly in the past
few weeks, I have heard a number of
PDemocrats say much about the program
of flexible price supports; they have de-
seribed it as a frightful program which
had been thrown on the American people
by Mr. Benson. I think a word or two
might be said about that. A few minutes
ago the able junior Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. CaskEl, in speaking on this
floor, referred to a Democratic President
of the United States, Franklin D. Roose~
velt. The Senator from South Dakota
said Mr. Roosevelt held office as Presi-
dent longer than any other man in the
history of our country. Of course, time
after time I have heard Democrats speak
quite well of Mr. Roosevelt, and I have
been one of them. I find nothing wrong
in President Roosevelt's program on ag-
riculture. Many times I have said that
I thought Franklin D. Roosevelt was as
fine a friend as agriculture ever had in
the White House. But I can recall that
it was in the administration of Franklin
D. Roosevelt that flexible price supports
first became effective. I think it is
worthwhile to remember that. In the
Agricultural Act of 1938 we had price
supports which were flexible from 52 to
75 percent of parity. Today we tend to
forget that fact. So, Mr. President, when
we say that the man who at the moment
is Secretary of Agriculture has given the
American farmer price supports which
can flex only downward, frequently we
are tempted to forget the fact that there
was a previous time, when there was also
a provision for flexible price supports.
It was when a President who was nomi-
nated 4 times by the Democratic Party
and elected 4 times by the American peo-
ple was in the White House.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Mexico yield to
me at this point? -

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’'s reference to the situation in 1938,
1939, and 1940. Some of us remember
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those years very well. Is it not the his-
tory of the flexible price supports which
we had at that time, that they did not
reduce production?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, I do not think
they reduced production, because we
had not reached the point where the
farmer was getting parity. In that pe-
riod of our agricultural existence we
were only trying to give the farmer a
support level so that he could have or-
derly marketing of his crops. It was
when we arrived at the concept of paying
the farmer from the United States Treas-
ury, the concept of producing crops for
the Treasury, and not for the trade, that
we began arguing about levels of price
supports. One of the first agricultural
votes I cast in the Congress was for a 90-
percent price-support level, which at that
time was designed, I thought, to be a
stimulant to production and a guaranty
to the farmer. That was relatively
late—in 1941 or 1942. But during all
the previous years, when we had been
dealing with this problem, we had not
been trying to establish a support level
which was so high that it supplanted the
marketplace.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Is it not a fact that,
disregarding the question whether high
or low supports increase or reduce pro-
duction—and I believe that high sup-
ports do increase production, although
I am not so sure that low supports de-
crease it, because every farmer likes to
raise as biz a crop as he can—when
prices are made realistic, consumption
and disposal increase tremendously?

Mr. ANDERSON. I think that is true.

Mr. AIKEN. The situation relating to
dairy products is one of our most recent
examples. When the price of butter was
such that the consumer had to pay 80
cents or more a pound, the consumer
went on strike. The dairymen lost 500
million pounds of our butter market.
When the price was reduced 8 cents a
pound, in 2 years time they recovered
300 million pounds of the 500 million
pounds of lost markets. So realistic
prices do increase sales and consumption,
whether or not they decrease production.

I may also say that so far as high
prices are concerned, they do definitely
increase production, We had a little
experience in New England last fall.
Following the very hot weather in August
when milk became scarce, the price went
up, and it looked as though the price of
milk would hit $5 a hundred in Septem-
ber. The dairy farmers increased their
production so much to take advan-
tage of the $5 price, that the expected
increase did not materialize at all
Instead of an increase of 66 cents a hun-
dred, they got an increase of about 4
cents a hundred. Through the fall,
when milk was selling at $5 a hundred or
more, the farmers fed extra allotments
of grain to their cows. They went into
Canada and bought a great many more
cows than usual, and brought them in
and milked them. Some of the cows
which were brought in in September were
probably paid for by the first of Febru-
ary. However, the upshot was that
production was increased, and they had
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to take a lower price this spring. Now

the price is dropping. The dairy pro-
ducers are disposing of their cull cows.
They are selling something that should
have been sold some months ago.

Consequently, it looks as though next
fall the price would be back up to a very
satisfactory level. I hope the experience
of last fall will not be repeated. I hope
that dairy farmers will not have more
cows producing more milk, bringing
about a lower price a few months later.

Mr. ANDERSON. I will say to the
Senator from Vermont that when we
were holding hearings on the general
farm program for 1954 I asked about
this very question, as appears on page
1258 of the hearings. I pointed out at
that time that the announcement of a
high price level meant that the total
number of milk cows had jumped from
35,270,000 to 37 million in a period of
about 4 years.

At that hearing, 2 pages later, the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE]
asked the Secretary of Agriculture this
question:

Senator TaYE. Mr. Secretary, last year you
announced the support price at 90 percent
on dairy products and we wound, up by
enjoying about 82 to 84 percent of parity.
‘What is going to be the situation this year
with a 756 percent support level? What are
we going to wind up recelving?

Testimony was given before the Sen-
ate Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry a few days ago that the level had
reached 86 percent. So it is mot the
stated level that counts. It is what
actually finally happens to the farmer.

The Senator from Vermont and I
joined in a resolution in an effort to
make sure that the farmer received the
full amount of parity—not merely the
dairyman who sold his product to the
United States Treasury. The resolu-
tion did not pass. He and I know why it
did not pass. There was a great deal
of opposition to it from people who had
a stake in keeping agricultural prices
from being reflected to the farmer.

The statement was made by the junior
Senator from Minnesota a day or two
ago to the effect that no one had ever
proved very conclusively that high price
supports actually stimulate production.
I do not intend to deal with that ques-
tion at very great length, because it is
very difficult to trace the relationship
between price and production. If, as in
the rice industry, for example, there is
an enormoys expansion in commodity
because of a high price level and the
absence of controls the producers con-
tinue to produce even if the price level
drops suddenly. They have to. They
have bought new types of rice harvesting
machinery. Collectively they have in-
vested millions of dollars in new ma-
chinery. So it requires a long time for
the effect to display itself. I have some
figures which might be of interest. In
the year 1946 we had a very great short-
age in linseed oil. Manufacturers of
linoleum came to the Department of
Agriculture and said, “Our industry will
virtually have to close down, and the
paint and varnish industry will be in
trouble, unless you can find us some
linseed oil. There is plenty in the Ar-
gentine, but there is none in the United
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States, and we cannot get a supply suf-
ficient to take care of our needs.”

In 1946 the planted acreage of flax
was 2,641,000 acres. The price during
that year was $4.04. The then Secretary
of Agriculture asked the producers what
price would be required to stimulate pro-
duction. Telegrams were sent to farmers
in Minnesota, the Dakotas, and other
areas where there is usually a large flax
production. The producers said that a
price of about $5.75 a bushel would do
it. That was a jump from 115 percent of
parity to 160 percent of parity.

What was the result? The acreage
jumped from 2,600,000 to 4,200,000 acres.
The next year it was 5,100,000 acres, and
the following year 5,348,000 acres. The
next year prices came down a little, and
flax production was somewhat less.

I do not know how we can trace the
effects much better than that. Those
figures are available, as are figures on
a great many other products. The table
with respect to dairy products is very
interesting. If I have the time I should
like to insert a great many such figures
in the RECoORD.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr., ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator spoke about
flaxseed. I invite the attention of the
Senator from New Mexico to the fact that
between 1942 and 1946 the average price
of flaxseed was $3.01 a bushel. The price
went down, and there was a shortage of
linseed oil. In 1947 the price was $6.15
a bushel, and soon there was plenty of
flaxseed. The shortage was undoubtedly
caused by the fact that the price was only
$3 a bushel over a period of several years.

Mr., ANDERSON. If the Senator is
correct, then everyone who surveyed the
situation was wrong: Those who came
into the office of the Secretary of Agri-
culture all told the same story: “If you
inerease the support level on flax you
will get an outpouring of flax that will
take care of our situation.”

I established a level which was far
beyond what we had ever had. We got
increased plantings of flax immediately,
and as soon as we got the figures as to
the plantings, we proceeded to buy oil
from the Argentine, because the Argen-
tine realized that it was up against a real
competitor.

Mr. ATEEN. In 1947 the average price
was $6.15 a bushel. In 1948 the price was
$5.71. There was a tremendous produc-
tion. We obtained enough flaxseed to
last for several years. That has now
been disposed of, and the price of flax-
seed is again going up this year. The
support price is going up. I think flax is
an excellent example of how variations
in the support price do cause production
to go up or down. Flax is probably one
of the best examples.

Mr. ANDERSON. The only difficulty
is this: If we try to trace the relationship
between price and production with re-
spect to one commodity, we must take
into consideration what is happening to
some other commodity. When the acre-
age of cotton and wheat was reduced,
there was, of course, an expansion into
grain sorghums, rice, and many other
products, which did not bear a relation-
ship to the price, but bore a relationship
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to whether the commodity was or was
not under control, and whether the acre-
age was such that it could be diverted
from the production of crops which had
been normally grown on those acres to
the production of other crops.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. I do not care to enter
into a discussion with respect to flax.
I am not familiar with that crop. How-
ever, I wonder if the Senator will agree
with me that when there is a reduction
in the price of a farm commodity, the
farmer must have a certain amount of
income in order to have economic opera-
tion of his unit, or at least to live, based
upon the cost of labor, machinery, taxes,
and so forth. As the price goes down,
is there not a tendency on the part of
the farmer to try to increase his pro-
duction, instead of decrease it?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. The point is
that we try to regulate enormous swings,
enormous transfers of acreage. Affer
World War I there was a great reduction
in wheat acreage, because the price went
down to a ridiculously low figure. For
a long time those lands went back to
pasture. When wheat prices again rose,
we experienced a long-term swing which
produced many millions of acres of
wheat. Once land is planted to wheat,
it is not quickly taken out of wheat pro-
duction.

The question of agricultural income is
one I have worried about for a long time.
I have referred many times to the chart
which has been placed at the rear of the
Chamber, and I shall continue to refer
to it, because it illustrates, I believe, that
the farm problem is somewhat complex,
and cannot be easily solved. Indicated
on the chart is the period which follows
the base period. Then there will be
noted a sharp increase in farm income,
as there was also in national income,
This point on the chart—indieating the
yvears 1914-20—refers to the First World
War, when very high prices for food-
stuffs were paid to us by foreign coun-
tries.

When World War I was over, immedi-
ately there was a terrific down-plunge
in farm income—indicating 1920-21.
Then we had a period during which
banks were closing all over the country,
and all through the farm areas. Every-
where we turned we saw banks closing,
including -banks that had always been
regarded as very sound institutions—
indicating 1921-24.

At that time I was living in a farming
community in which 5 of the 6 banks
closed. The sixth bank was kept open
by nothing short of brute strength, be-
cause the people of the community real-
ized that they had to have some place in
which they could do business.

Then there was a long period of years
in which farm income and national in-
come stayed fairly parallel—indicating
1924-48.

Then they declined together in the
period to which I am now pointing on
the chart—1930-32.

Then we had—as is shown on the
chart for years 1942-45—a level farm in-
come, because it was easier to control
farm prices than industrial prices. At
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that point it was realized that some ad-
justment had to be made in all other
prices.

Farm prices stayed down. Once the
war was over it was possible for farm
prices to catch up again with industrial
prices, and they stayed together until the
end of 1948.

In 1948 we had a tremendous corn
crop. At that time there was much of
discussion about storage facilities, and
much of uncertainty attended the mar-
ket. Then there was a sharp drop in
prices, as is shown by the chart to which
I am referring—1948-49,

During the year 1950—beginning in
June—we were in the Korean war. The
prices of agricultural commodities turned
up by the end of the year.

In 1951, because of demands for addi-
tional supplies, prices turned sharply up.
In 1952 they started down again. Then
they went very sharply down and have
continued downward.

What I hope the friends of farmers
will realize is that most of the drops
I have shown on the chart came about
under 90-percent price supports.

If 90-percent price supports are the
absolute guaranty that some people
think they are, why did farm income
drop away so drastically from all other
income? In the recent drop only two
commodities were below 90-percent sup-
port levels; whereas the great bulk of
the commodities were at 90-percent
support levels.

The very least one can say is that 2
big drops came under the 90-percent
level, and 1 drop came in part under
flexible price supports.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. LANGER. During which of these
years was the Senator the Secretary of
Agriculture?

Mr. ANDERSON. That is a loaded
question. During this period shown on
the chart—1945-48.

Mr. LANGER. Did prices go up or
down?

Mr. ANDERSON. They went up.
However, I must say to the Senator from
North Dakota that the prices went up
because we removed controls, and be-
cause we had enormous requests for agri-
cultural commodities from other coun-
tries. Those factors simplified the prob-
lems of the Secretary of Agriculture at
that time. In other words, it was not
hard to be Secretary of Agriculture at
these points—1914 and 1947—on the
chart, but it is very hard over here—
1952-56.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Will the Senator
from New Mexico explain what the policy
was between 1930 and 1940, when the
farm . percentagewise income - twice
reached the same level as the national
income?

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe it was due
to a brief attempt to reenact something
to take the place of the old farm bill——

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The McNary-
Haugen bill?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, butIam think-
ing primarily of the Federal Farm Board.
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That came into effect along about here—
1931—on the chart, and it had some-
thing to do with trying to stabilize the
market. It did not work. The Farm
Board could not buy enough to keep
track of it, and prices went down ma-
terially.

In 1933 and 1934, the farmers insisted
upon some kind of agricultural control.
Many people at home and in Washington
were clamoring for something, and there
was enacted the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act, with a processing tax. The
Supreme Court knocked it out. Down
came agricultural income. Then there
was some strong testimony in 1936 and
1937 in behalf of a new farm program. I
am happy to say that there was biparti-
san support for the movement on both
sides of the aisle, and there was some
assurance that a good farm bill would be
enacted. It was enacted in 1938.

Mr. O'MAHONEY., Was that the Soil
Conservation Act?

Mr. ANDERSON. It involved soil con-
servation; yes. It was the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938.

Mr. ELLENDER. With price supports.
Is that correct?

Mr. ANDERSON. It involved price
supports of from 52 to 75 percent.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. How does that
program, which was so successful, differ
from the program which is now being
offered?

Mr. ANDERSON. The supply of cot-
ton in the United States reached almost
a record peak in these years—1936-38—
on the chart, and it was not possible,
apparently, to find markets for it, and
for a great many other agricultural
commodities.

At that time Henry Wallace went be-
fore the American farmers and to Con-
gress and asked for a soil bank. His
thesis was that when the ever-normal
granary begins to overfiow, we should
store the grain in the soil. In that pe-
riod Henry Wallace steadily contended
that Congress had to do something about
the establishment of a program which
would allow the Government of the
United States to pay a man not to pro-
duce something,

Of course, the Senator from Wyoming
may remember that in that period there
was a good deal of discussion of Henry
Wallace's proposal to plow under every
third row of cotton, and there was a great
deal of discussion about what he wanted
to do to little pigs.

Interestingly enough, when the present
Secretary of Agriculture recently testi-
fied on the soil-bank proposal, someone
asked him what he intended to do about
wheat already planted. He said it could
be plowed under and used as green
manure.

Henry Wallace said cotton could be
plowed under. ¢

Strangely enough, the same persons
who ecriticized Henry Wallace for sug-
gesting the plowing under of cotton are
not now so critical about plowing under
wheat.

At that time Henry Wallace recognized
the fact that we would reach the point
where we would not be able to control
agricultural production merely by levels
of price supports or anything of that
nature, but that it would be necessary
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to enforce acreage allotments, and he
also proposed that there be established
something that is almost identical with
what we now call the soil bank.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. It was notadopted.

Mr. ANDERSON. It was not adopted.
It ran into vigorous opposition because
Mr. Wallace was associated with the pro-
gram of milk for Hottentots, and things
of that nature. Of course, I do not know
the difference between sending whole
milk to Hottentots and sending con-
densed milk to Hottentots. It all goes to
the same “tummy.” But, as the Sen-
ator will remember, Mr. Wallace was un-
der considerable fire at that time because
of his proposals.

If I had the time I could deal with
what he said about acreage and point out
that excess acreage is still a problem.
This country is faced with an excess of
from 10 million to 25 million acres of
crop land, which should be left idle.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I was dealing with
the Senator’s graph more than with the
history of the Wallace proposals. About
1939 the line of the farmer’s income he-
gan to turn up again, did it not?

Mr. ANDERSON. Because of con-
tracts, when we were rebuilding our war
plants.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. We were beginning
to be drawn into World War II at that
time.

Mr. ANDERSON. We were beginning
to construct airbases and factories.

Mr, O'MAHONEY. So that it was
necessary to get more production from
the farms at that time, rather than to
restriet production, was it not?

Mr. ANDERSON. That started the
curve of national income going upward.
One of the things we have learned is that
the best market the farmer has is prob-
ably his domestic market. When work-
ers are earning good pay they purchase
more agricultural products. There is
nothing in the world in this respect that
takes the place of a good paycheck.
When the Department of Agriculture
sent a team to England in 1939 or 1940
to try to make a study of what happened
to England when it got into the war, the
group brought back a little pamphlet en-
titled “The Theory of Underconsump-
tion.” It dealt with the problem which
arose in England as soon as workers be-
gan to receive good salaries.

The first thing a worker does when he
is put on a good salary basis is to stop
eating only flour and potatoes; he begins
to buy other types of nourishing food,
foods which are not only nourishing to
him, but are beneficial to his family.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Then increased
consumption by the American worker
has nothing to do with the present plight
of agriculture?

Mr. ANDERSON. No. But in the
period T have referred to we began to see
an extra quart of milk at each door.
Two quarts of milk instead of one quart
were consumed.

I should like to remind the Senator
from Florida that when the worker
reaches his highest point of financial re-
turn he makes the greatest demands on
extra nutritious fruits, such as citrus
fruits and other commodities of that na-
ture which are produced so abundantly
in the Senator’s State of Florida. It
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depends upon the level of income. When
the American workingman reached that
level he realized that the things he had
to discard when he was short of money
were the very things his children should
have had.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Mexico yield at that
point?

Mr. ANDERSON, T yield.

Mr. ATKEN, I noticed the Senator
from Wyoming stated that the increased
standard of living had nothing to do with
the present plight of agriculture. I
would say that the increased standards
of the American consumer are going to
have a great deal to do with relieving the
plight of the American farmer. For in-
stance, when the price of hogs dropped
to about 12 cents a pound the eonsump-
tion of pork started upward, and in the
past 2 months, whereas consumption had
been approximately 64 pounds per per-
son, it has gone up to 80 pounds. But
even though we produce as many hogs
as we did last year, it is rather unlikely
there will be a better price in the market
because of the increase in the consump-
tion. It may not have an immediate
effect on the price paid the farmer, but
in the course of a few months or a year it
should have considerable effect.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. A beneficial effect.

Mr. ATKEN. As the Senator knows,
the consumption of beef increased very
rapidly after the decrease in the number
of cattle which was anticipated did not
materialize.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Increased con-
sumption, by and large, is beneficial to
the farmer.

Mr. AIKEN. There can be no ques-
tion about that. 2

Mr. ANDERSON. We can all agree
on that. It is the one great market
the farmer has. We cannot blame the
plight of the farmer upon what happens
in an individual case.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Mexico yield at
that point?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Before the Senator
leaves the point he has been discussing,
I wonder if he would answer a question
or so as to the effect about which he
has been speaking. We have noticed
that around 1940 and 1941 there was a
slight rise in the income of the farmer.
Necessarily that was because of the fact
that people bought more and ate more,

Mr, ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr. ELLENDER. To what does the
Senator attribute the rise up to the high-
est point in, say, 1948?

Mr. ANDERSON. I said, frankly, that
I attributed it to the fact that there was
a tremendous demand for agricultural
products, and price controls had been
taken off.

Mr. ELLENDER. Consumption was
at high levels both at home and abroad;
was it not?

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator is
quite correct. As a matter of fact, we
had to export 500 million bushels of
wheat during that period, and the Gov-
ernment paid more than $2 a bushel for
it—in some instances as much as $3 a
bushel.
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Mr. ELLENDER. Will the Senator
tell us at what period, from 1940 on,
price supports were imposed which
tended to increase production?

Mr. ANDERSON. I have felt many
times that the imposition of 90 percent
supports in that period of years helped
to increase production. If it did not,
then Congress wasn't very wise, because
Congress passed a 90-percent support
resolution, and stated the purpose at
the beginning of the resolution to be “to
inerease production immediately.”

Mr. ELLENDER. I suggest to the
Senator from New Mexico that I placed
in the REcorDp last week some excerpts
from speeches made by those who asked
for higher price supports, and they were
asked not only on the assumption that
they would encourage production, but
in order that the farmer might receive
his fair share of the national income.
Does the Senator disagree with that?

Mr. ANDERSON. If I can find the
so-called Steagall amendment——

Mr. ELLENDER. That is what I had
in mind.

Mr. ANDERSON. Was it not initiated
with the idea of an immediate increase

in production?
Mr. ELLENDER. It dealt with non-
basics.

Mr. ANDERSON. I hope the Senator
from Louisiana does not feel that the
chart I have here relates only to basic
commodities, which represent a very
small portion of the national income and
farm income.

Mr. ELLENDER. I presume that the
Senator is trying to demonstrate that
high price supports had a great deal
to do with the ups and downs in agri-
cultural income, particularly after 1948,
about which he has been speaking.

Mr. ANDERSON. No. I tried to show
that the drop in 1948 came about when
there were 90 percent supports, and the
later drop, theoretically, was when flexi-
ble price supports were operative, but
the support price was nearly always 90
percent.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator
not agree that in 1947 there was no limi-
tation on what a farmer could plant?

Mr. ANDERSON. No; I cannot agree
with that statement.

Mr. ELLENDER. There were practi-
cally no allotment programs until 1950,
as I recall. The sky was the limit on
production. And prices were up. As a
matter of fact, the 90 percent support
law meant little to the farmer, because
nonbasics, as well as basics, were selling
at over 90 percent.

Mr. ANDERSON. I realize that most
commodities were not under control, but
it is my impression that tobacco re-
mained under control a good deal of that
time. I think some other commodities
remained under control, but most of
them were uncontrolled. I grant that.

Mr. ELLENDER. Was the drop in
1948, to which the Senator has referred,
not due to the fact that large sur-
pluses had been accumulated during the
war, and that sales had diminished to
the point where surpluses were unman-
ageable? Would the Senator not agree
to that?

Mr. ANDERSON. No; I would not, be-
cause at the end of 1947, if the Senator
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will look at his statistics, we had swept
the cupboard clean so far as wheat was
concerned. We went down to the lowest
carryover of wheat the country has ever
known—to 87 million or 89 million
bushels. That was true as to a great
many other commodities.

If the Senator wants my explanation
of the 1948 situation, it is rather simple.

Mr. ELLENDER. I should like to have
it. The Senator indicated it was due to
the 90-percent supports, or had some-
thing to do with the 90-percent supports.

Mr. ANDERSON. No; I did not blame
it on 90-percent supports in the slightest.

Mr. ELLENDER. To what did the
Senator attribute the condition?

Mr. ANDERSON. I said these things
happened when there were 90-percent
supports, and they happened when there
were flexible price supports.

I blame it on the large corn carry-
over. Of course, I am speaking only
from memory; I do not spend as much
time on the statistics today as I once
did. But there was a corn crop of
3,600,000,000 bushels, when we had had
3 billion bushels the year before. We
had the greatest outpouring of agricul-
tural commodities, and as a result there
was a rumor throughout the land that
agricultural prices needed to be shaken
down.

I shall not go into all the details, but
a former Governor of New York and
former Governor Stassen emerged from
a conference, and the Republican candi-
date for President made the statement
that agricultural prices needed to be
shaken down. Shortly thereafter the
Secretary of Agriculture dropped out of
the market and did not do much buying.
I do not know who ought to be blamed,
or whether anyone should be blamed.

Certain persons have said that if the
Secretary of Agriculture had continued
to buy corn when the corn crop was
harvested the situation which ensued
might not have resulted.

But between politics on one side and
agricultural economics on the other it
was not possible to determine who was
responsible. However, the farm pro-
gram became squarely involved in a na-
tional election, and there was a great
deal of comment about whether farm
prices should be shaken down or not
shaken down, and the farmer got blamed
for what happened.

Mr. ELLENDER., But the Senator is
not blaming what happened on price
supports, is he?

Mr. ANDERSON. No; I am not.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I am glad to yield.

Mr, CARLSON. Inoticethatfarm in-
come as shown on the chart has dropped
very rapidly from 1951, when it was more
than $19 billion, to $11 billion in 1955.

Mr. ANDERSON. I think in 1952 it
was actually $17 billion, and net farm in-
come was down to $10.6 billion at the end
of 1955.

Mr. CARLSON. I was simply trying
to picture the figures at the distance I
am standing from the chair.

I should like to inquire about the mil-
lions of acres which farmers took out of
allotment acreages. For instance, with
respect to wheat, it was 23 million acres.
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We find that 16 million acres of other
crops—corn, oats, barley, and sorghum—
did not bring a greatly increased pro-
duction of livestock, which would have
seriously affected the income of the
farmers of the Nation.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, it did exactly
that. The interesting thing is that it
produced a shift in the spot where live-
stock production might be expected to
have been the highest. I am not refer-
ring now to the range country. But back
in the period to which we are referring
it could safely be said that more beef
would be made—fattened beef at least—
in the State of Iowa than in any other
State. Yet the average number of cattle
on feed on an Iowa farm was 10. That
was not our concept of large feeding op-
erations at all.

Yet when other crops and other com-
modities were developed in other areas
of the country, agricultural production
and beef production began to shift into
new locations; and the people who had
been in business for a long time found
themselves with a whole new crop of
competitors. The result is that a very
bad livestock situation exists.

I do not think it was possible for feed-
ers to make any money until the last year
or so because of that factor. In my
opinion, so long as the problem of di-
verted acres stares us in the face—and
I look now at the Senator from Florida
[Mr. Horranp]l, who has proposed that
something be done about diverted acres—
we shall continue to have all sorts of
agricultural distress and loss of agricul-
tural income.

Mr. CARLSON. On that very point, is
it not reasonable to assume that it makes
no difference whether there is rigid par-
ity or flexible supports, when a situa-
tion of that type arises, and the pro-
duction of commodities or crops is
shifted from one area to another area?

Mr. ANDERSON. I have said, time
after time, that no agricultural program
will work with the kind of surplus sit-
uation that exists at present. I do not
care what kind of program is in force;
it will not work. 3

I was about to refer to rice.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. In August 1952, I think,
the parity level of farm income was about
113 percent. I am not certain whether
the month was August, but, at any rate,
the figure has dropped from 113 percent
to 80 percent in December 1955 and
January 1956. Now it is up to 81 per-
cent.

I do not know if we can point spe=-
cifically to any month when the flexible
price supports took effect, but let us
say it was about the middle of last sum-
mer.

Mr. ANDERSON.
very minor extent.

Mr. AIKEN. Of the 33 points drop
in farm income, approximately 29 or
30 points took place when the 90 per-
cent supports were in effect. The drop
since that time has been due largely to
the drop in feed grain and hog prices.

The drop in feed grain and hog prices
is due primarily to the fact that the
wheat producer was required to cut out

It was only to a
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some 24 million acres which he used for
producing wheat and plant it in feed
grains, which broke the price of feed
grains and the hog market. One can
trace that directly, without having to
do much tracing, either. It is due di-
rectly to the high rigid supports which
induced overproduction of wheat.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I particularly ap-
preciate the Senator’'s reference to the
amendments which I have offered in the
past seeking to provide compulsory
handling of diverted acreage so as to
prevent the happening of what has hap-
pened recently. Diverted acreage has
brought headaches to the producers of
other crops—both to the producers of
allotted crops and the producers of un-
allotted crops. One result has been the
production of so much feed grain, for
instance, as to greatly increase the sup-
ply of cattle and other livestock, which
has brought headaches all the way down
the line in the field of agriculture.

I should like to ask the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico if it is not true
that one of the reasons for objecting to
some of the provisions of the pending
bill is that, along with the proposed
restoration of 90 percent price supports,
which is the greatest possible induce-
ment to overproduction, the bill does
not propose a strict across-the-line
compliance which would do away with
the very abuses to which the Senator
has so properly adverted.

Mr. ANDERSON. I agree completely
with that statement. I say to the Sena-
tor that one of the difficulties with the
farm program is that while practically
everybody says he is in favor of putting
controls on agricultural prices, actually
that will not be done, because when we
get down to the question of whether or
not we will stand for a program, Con-
gress may adopt one, and the President
may sign the bill, but the program will
be kicked out before adequate oppor-
tunity is afforded to see whether it will
work. It is not possible to have enor-
mous overproduction year after year
and not have a drop in farm income.
That is why, unless we decide to do
something effective and stick to our
plan, we shall not get rid of the problem.
We must get rid of the farm surpluses
and bring production under control.
When that is done, we shall have a price
range which will be above parity, where
it was before we were confronted with
the problem of surpluses.

We cannot refer to the surplus ques-
tion and say it is due to the piling up of
commodities under a previous adminis-
tration.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. THYE. Does the Senator believe
the soil bank can be made operative in
this calendar year so as to affect to any
great extent the surpluses, or potential
surpluses, should weather conditions be
favorable?

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not know
whether it can be effective now, but with
a fairly high range of supports, no soil
bank will become operative. The only
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way a soil bank can be made operative
is to make it mandatory, and then it
will work only if the temptation to evade
all controls is not too great.

If we are going to try to trim down,
we must do it on some sort of manda-
tory basis, and in order to make it work,
we must expect that the farmer will
profit from it. That is why I say it can-
not be made operative unless something
is done about the surplus situation. If
we allow the storage of rice without some
disposition being made of it, and then
establish a soil bank for rice, the farmer
is not going to be interested.

Mr. THYE. Does the Senator believe
that farm prices will correct themselves
in this calendar year, and not drop
lower? Will a lower price not go into
effect as the first application for a wheat
loan or corn loan is made in the calendar
year 1956?

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not know. It
will depend on what the Department of
Agriculture decides to do on two fronts.
If it decides to dispose of surpluses, and
really attempts to do so, and not merely
sweep them under the rug, then I think
farm prices will improve,

As the Senator probably knows, I was
the only Senator who voted against the
set-aside when it was put into the last
law. I do not believe a set-aside which
pushes the surplus away, but leaves it in
existence, is going to have a good effect.
People who are smart enough to trade
in grain stocks know that, so long as 29
million hundredweight of rice are on
hand, establishing a soil bank is not
going to give good results.

Mr. THYE. I heartily agree with the
remarks of the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico. There cannot be
any question that surpluses are an over-
hanging threat to our markets. The
Senator from New Mexico and I are in
full agreement that this is the serious
problem with which we are now con-
fronted. My only concern is that we in
the Midwest are in a surplus producing
area, and we do not have a vast popula-
tion which is able to consume our pro-
duction, as is true in the East and in
other areas. Therefore, the farmers in
our area are immediately confronted
with the problem that a price drop of 27
cents a bushel for wheat and a price
drop of 18 cents a bushel for corn this
year will be reflected in price reductions
of feed grains.

Until there is a reduction in overall
production, prices are going to continue
to drop. That is the reason I believe
that in this erop year of 1956 we need
the so-called 90-percent price supports
to keep prices from going lower.

My good friend, the Senator from
Florida [Mr. Horrann] felt that I should
not be advocating & 1-year extension of
90-percent price supports. He said I
might be accused of doing so for politi-
cal reasons if I suggested it be done for
only 1 year. Well, the Senator from
Florida was kind to me. He was trying
to do me a service, so I would not be ac-
cused of making a move for political rea=
sons, and he cautioned me against sug-
gesting that it be done for only 1 year.
Consequently, the provision for 2 years
was written into the proposed legisla-
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tion, so as not to bring a political ques-
tion before us. :

The Senator from New Mexico and I
know positively that it is the surpluses
burdening our national markets which
have weakened prices, in the face of the
Nation's prospering economy, with rec-
ord-breaking wholesale and retail sales,
and the greatest purchasing power on
the part of the consumer which has ever
been seen. Therefore, if we could erase
the surpluses, our agricultural commodi-
ties would reflect, I am sure, 100 per-
cent in the market place.

Mr. ANDERSON. When the Senator
says that, he strikes a very responsive
chord, if we could just erase the sur-
pluses. On the first day the Senate was
open for business I introduced a resolu-
tion, in the hope of providing a definite
plan for the disposition of surpluses. It
contained a provision that the Secretary
should report 60 days after a certain law
became effective. But by that time we
would be through another crop year.

What I wanted to do was to have a
program adopted which would pledge the
Secretary not to allow one bale of cotton
over a certain good housekeeping level to
flow into the markets; to take away
everything above 3 million bales and
agree to move it into other markets, as
we are starting to do now. If he would
do that, and see to it that in 4 or 5 years
of proper disposal we got rid of sur-
pluses, we would find it the greatest stim=-
ulant for better prices we ever experi-
enced.

I read what the Senator said about
dairy support prices, to the effect that,
although the level was fixed at 90 per-
cent, the price received was about 83 or
84 percent. That is correct. I am pre-
pared to say that even trying to fix a
high level will, in the end, work against
the farmers. I think the best thing we
can do for the farmers at the present
time is to make a pledge to get rid of the
surpluses, and require the Secretary to
try to get rid of them within a period of
not more than 5 years, and preferably
within 4 years. True, it will mean enor-
mous losses, but the very large loss to=
day is being taken out of the hide of the
farmers. I think the very first thing we
need to do is get rid of the surpluses, and
the second thing is adopt a mandatory
soil bank that would absolutely shrink
?cr?age and give the farmers payments

or it.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will tha
Senator yield further at that point?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. THYE. I share the conviction of
the need for a mandatory soil-bank
program. I advocated it 3 years ago, and
I was ridiculed by some and accused by
others of trying to regiment agriculture.
But everyone who has any commonsense
and who applies it in connection with
farm operations and farm production,
knows that our farm plant has been too
large, and that there is only one way to
bring production down, namely, by de-
creasing the number of acres which are
tilled. If that is done, of course, many
of the young couples whom we would like
to keep on the farms will have to stop
farming.

They will be eliminated because their
credit is limited, for one thing.
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But I should like to ask the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico—
who probably is one of the best informed
persons on agriculture in the United
States—whether he believes that the
90 percent supports are a factor in the
development of the surplus.

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not like to
start debates, but I think that is so.

Mr. THYE. Then I should like to
ask this question: In the 1920's, we did
not have any kind of farm program.
At that time we did not have price sup-
ports; we did not have acreage allot-
ments; we did not have any manda-
tory provisions. During those years we
had very little knowledge of the use of
commercial fertilizer. At that time our
corn planters were still set at 42-inch
rows, and some of them were set at
44-inch rows. At that time we did not
have any modern machinery, such as the
efficient combines which are in use to-
day. Yet, if we read the debates which
occurred on this floor in 1924, 1925, 1926,
1927, and 1928, we find that they are
almost identical with the debates we are
having today as we discuss the question
of why the surplus must be controlled,
and what has caused the low prices in
the marketplace. At that time there
was no farm program; yet that was the
question which was before the Congress.
I know the Senator from New Mexico is
aware of that fact.

That is why today I am in complete
accord with the soil-bank provision, and
that is why I am in complete accord with
the provision for $250 million to move
the surpluses, and that is why I am in
complete accord with what the Senator
from New Mexico says, namely, that we
must get rid of the surpluses, and that
we should make it mandatory for the
Department of Agriculture to take steps
to get rid of them. I share the view of
the Senator from New Mexico.

However, knowing that in the 1920’s
and early 1930’s we accumulated sur-
pluses, although at that time we did not
have a farm program, I am at a loss to
know how anyone can say that 90 per-
cent supports were the incentive which
brought on the surpluses with which
we are confronted today.

Mr. ANDERSON. I say to the Sena-
tor from Minnesota that I have tried to
keep from bringing that question too
firmly into consideration here. I have
a conviction about it, and so does he. I
have been trying to say that I do not
believe we shall solve the farm problem
by trying to tie a tag to one particular
thing or by necessarily adopting one par-
ticular recommendation.

‘We have four large farm organizations.
I am sure all of them try to help the
farmer. In their recommendations, they
are split apart as far as they possibly
can be. The Farmers Union favors 100
percent of parity and unlimited acre-
age, and so forth. The Farm Bureau
wants a mandatory soil bank and flex-
ible price supports. Under those circum-
stances, I do not know how to expect the
Members of the Senate or the Members
of the House of Representatives to know
what is best.

In the second place, I wish to point
out that in the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry—as the Senator from
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Minnesota knows—we had more splinter
parties than does the Republic of France.
In the committee we were dividing al-
most entirely on every vote—showing
that it is very hard, and I say it sin-
cerely, to come into agreement on many
of these matters.

However, there must be a few funda-
mental things upon which we agree. I
do not object to the level of price sup-
ports the farmer gets, if we give him
a chance to help solve the problem. But
we shall never give him a chance to do
that if we do not get rid of the surpluses,
in the first place; and, second, if we do
not have machinery by means of which
to keep production under control.

In the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy we have heard testimony to the
effect that by means of the use of atomic
energy it will be possible to increase tre-
mendously our agricultural production
from the same number of acres now un-
der cultivation. Under these circum-
stances, are we going to allow our agri-
cultural production to go higher and
higher? Furthermore, I understand
that the Department of Agriculture has
made studies which show that there is
enough known technology, now unused,
to boost the national average yield of cot-
ton up to 700 pounds to the acre. If that
happens, and if at that time we still have
18 million acres of cotton under pro-
duction, and if each of those acres pro-
duces an average of 700 pounds, what
shall we do with the surplus then?

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Mexico is
bringing out some very pertinent points
in connection with the agricultural
problem.

I know, and I realize the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico also knows
very well, that today's dairy animal is
the result of intensified breeding. At
first that animal was intended by the
Creator to furnish sufficient milk only to
feed its offspring. But today we are
aware of the much greater production
that has been accomplished by means of
scientific breeding. Similarly, we know
that tomorrow our experiment stations
will develop new varieties of grains, and
will increase the production of grain.
There is no.question about it. Further-
more, the atomic-energy era will further
expand our produetion.

But the point is that so long as the
farm plant has the potential of pro-
ducing more than we can consume do-
mestically or more than we can barter
or dispose of in the international field,
then in some manner we must assist the
producer in an orderly way to bring the
farm plant to a proper size. Congress
must assist in that work, because no in-
dividual farmer can accomplish that.
The Senator from New Mexico may have
gone out of the dairy business, as I think
he has—

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, I have.

Mr. THYE. But his going out of the
dairy business did not limit dairy pro-
duction in his vicinity.

Mr. ANDERSON. No, indeed. i

Mr. THYE, Another farmer may have
gone out of the pork-production busi-
nes, but that does not limit the Nation’s
production of pork. There must be a
national program, and the Government
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is the only one that can initiate it and
assist in its formulation.

The soil bank and the other provisions
of the pending bill constitute the first
sound, intelligent approach I have seen .
to solving the farm problem. I say that
in all sincerity, and this is my 10th year
of service here. Furthermore, I know
something about farming, even though
I have been classified as a chicken
farmer. Nevertheless, I do know some=
thing about general farming.

I know that the farm plant will not
be reduced in size sufficiently until we
retire from production some of the acre-
age now under cultivation, and that
must be done even before the atomic era
comes into application in connection
with farming,

The Senator from New Mexico and
I know the farm problem. He is a for-
mer Secretary of Agriculture; and not
only does he have a basic knowledge of
the Department of Agriculture and of
agricultural production and research ac-
tivities, as carried on through the Ex-
tension Service and the experiment sta-
tions, but he also has had broad experi-
ence in practical operations in these
fields. He and I differ on two points. I
favor 90 percent of parity for 2 years,
until the surplus is disposed of. He
favors flexible price supports at once, to
be applied in 1956, by means of an-
nounced supports on wheat, corn, rice,
cotton, and so forth. So he and I differ
only in regard to what might amount
to 3 or 4 percentage points in the case
of supports. Otherwise, he and I are in
complete accord in regard to the funda-
mentals of the pending farm bill.

I criticized Secretary Brannan when
he was Secretary of Agriculture because
he did not dispose of pork when we had
a surplus of it in 1951 and 1952. We
have already noted the criticism of the
past year. We know what the pork
situation is at the present time. The
Department has bought pork, and it has
disposed of or assisted in disposing of
surplus pork. Today for the first time
we are making an intelligent approach
to bringing the farm plant into balance
with domestic needs. If we bring it into
balance we can throw price supports out
the window, because we shall never need
them.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. ANDERSON. I agree with the
Senator that if we do those two things
we shall never have to worry thereafter
about the level of price supports.

Mr. THYE. Positively not, because
they would be a forgotten factor if it
were not for the surpluses which are de-
pressing the national markets.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. When the -colloquy
started between the Senator from New
Mexico and the Senator from Minnesota
the Senator from Minnesota asked a
question, and I should like to go back
and ask the converse of it. The ques-
tion, in substance, was this: Does the
Senator from New Mexico believe that
if the bill were passed with flexible price
supports, it would permit the acreage to
be reduced, and would have some force
and effect on farm prices this year?
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T should like to ask the reverse of that
guestion. I am well aware of the in-
terest of the Senator from New Mexico
in the farm problem, and his great
knowledge of the subject. In the opin-
jon of the Senator from New Mexico, if
the bill were passed with rigid high sup-
ports, would that in any way tend to
diminish the surplus? Does the Sena-
tor know of any way in which it could
diminish the surplus?

Mr. ANDERSON. No; I know of no
way in which it could.

Mr. ALLOTT. Second, does the Sena-
tor know of any possible way that the
adoption of such a policy could strength-
en the income from farm products?

Mr. ANDERSON. No; I think not, be=
cause I believe we would run into exactly
the same situation in which we now find
ourselves.

Mr. ALLOTT. So we have a choice of
two methods of proceeding. I think we
are all pretty well agreed as to the sur-
pluses. We can call them reserves for
the well-being of the country, or any-
thing else. Nevertheless, they are still
stacked up, and they are still depressing
the agricultural economy. So we have
two choices. If we go one way, there is
no chance of helping either the price of
farm products or the surplus situation;
and if we go the other way, there is a
chance of helping both.

Mr. ANDERSON. I think it was
pointed out in the hearings that the corn
price-support level was $1.34 or $1.35 in
one of the counties of Minnesota. Some-
one asked what the market price was.
The price was $1.10. I do not know what
good the support price did, so long as tHe
farmer was receiving $1.10.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; but I wish to
continue to yield to the Senator from
Colorado.

Mr. THYE. The Senator referred to
Minnesota. I thought I probably could
add to the discussion by saying that the
man who complied with an acreage quota
could obtain $1.51 as a commodity loan
on every bushel of corn that qualified for
sealing. That is a long way from $1.05
or 85 cents a bushel.

The man who did not qualify, the man
who planted as many acres as his land
would permit him to plant, was not quali-
fied to get a commodity loan. He had to
take what the cash market offered him.
He figured that he could gamble, and
probably get more money at the end of
the year by staying out of the program
than by going into it.

Mr. ANDERSON. I remind the Sena-
tor from Minnesota that the Secretary of
Agriculture testified that 76 percent of
the farmers did not comply. Noncom-
pliance was not limited to some casual
farmer down the road. Three-fourths
of the farmers would not go under the
Pprogram.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will further yield, had there been a
soil-bank program in 1955, throusgh
which the farmer could have had some
place to put his diverted acreage and
receive some return with which to pay
his taxes, interest, and overhead, he
would have been in compliance. But
with no soil-bank program, he could not

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

afford to comply, and therefore he did
not. Consequently, I say that we must
have a realistic approach to this whole
question in order to resolve the surplus
problem. The soil-bank plan is that ap-
proach.

Mr., ANDERSON. By the same token,
if Congress had adopted the realistic
farm program passed by the Senate in
1948 and allowed it to become law, we
would not be in the fix we are in today.
We start on these programs, and aban-
don them halfway down the road.

Mr. THYE. The soil-bank feature
was not in the 1948 act. I say that as
a practical approach, if we deny a farm-
er the right to grow an acre of corn,
an acre of wheat, or an acre of cotton,
and do not establish penalties with re-
spect to the use of such diverted acre-
age, he will shift into sorghum grains
in the Southwest, into barley and oats
in the Northwest, and into either soy-
beans or corn in the southern cotton
area. The result will be that we shall
be only shifting the responsibility for
surpluses from one area to another.
When the agricultural plant is too big,
it can be reduced in size only by intelli-
gently controlling acreage and the pro-
duction of farm commodities.

Mr. ANDERSON. Many of the things
involved in the soil bank can be done
under existing law. Very little addition-
al law is needed to make it work.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. I think the point I
wished to make has been pretty well cov-
ered, but I desire to repeat it. With the
present support price on corn, under the
present situation there is only 76 percent
compliance,

Mr. ANDERSON. There is only 24
percent compliance.

Mr. ALLOTT. Seventy-six percent of
the farmers are out of compliance, which
accounts for the low price of corn.

Mr. ANDERSON. That isasIremem-
ber the testimony.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Myr. CASE of South Dakota. I concur
in the statement of the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Tayel. I
think he very accurately described the
problem which confronts a great many
farmers of South Dakota. His statement
expressed the real problem.

I am informed that there will be less
compliance with respect to corn planting
next year than there was last year. A
15-percent acreage reduction has been
announced.

Mr. ANDERSON. The allotment is 43
million acres; and the least we can ex-
pect is that 55 or 56 million acres will be
planted.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. That cre-
ates a terrific problem for the man who
has an investment in a corn picker and
other equipment. I think the percent-
age of compliance in South Dakota in
1954 was 40 percent. In 1955, it was
possibly 50 percent. This year, however,
it may not be as much as 10 percent.
The farmer simply cannot get enough
income to meet his fixed expenses. That
is where he is caught.

March 5

Let me pose one question to the Sena-
tor from New Mexico. I heard the able
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. TrYE]
speaking of the soil bank plan as some-
thing to assist in making the transition.
He was in favor of a 2-year continuation
of the 90 percent program, in order to
provide a period of transition. I recall
hearing the Senator from New Mexico
state—or perhaps I read a statement to
that effect attributed to him—that for
once he would like to see a farm bill
passed before the farmer has his crops
already in the ground.

Mr. ANDERSON. I have said that,
and I agree with the Senator, I say that
if the soil bank is ever adopted by the
Congress, it will be a voluntary plan, un-
der which I may announce that I am
going to reduce my acreage; and when
my neighbors reduce theirs, I go ahead
and plant as much as I ecan.

Every farmer will think he will outfox
his neighhor. We cannot blame them for
it, either, because they are all in the same
situation the Senator is talking about.
If we do not get the law passed before the
first of April, then of course it will be too
late to have it do any good, because crops
are being planted in many areas of the
country.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. With re-
spect to wheat, in some sections of our
country winter wheat is raised, and in
other sections spring wheat is raised,
and it is impossible to fix the exact date.
Therefore, it seems to me that there is a
sound basis for a provision in the bill
which will assure the farmer a cash in-
come which will help him meet the price
squeeze in which he finds himself,
Whether it should be a program of 1 year
or 2 years, or for a different period of
time, I do not know. However, it seems
to me that a transitional period is nec-
essary.

Mr. ANDERSON. We went all through
that in 1948. At that time, the able Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr, Amken] intro-
duced a bill on a bipartisan basis, because
it was sent to him by the then Presi-
dent of the United States, and the Pres-
ident had received it from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. A great many per-
sons thought it was a sensible proposal.
‘We got all the farm organizations to-
gether, and they all agreed to a mod-
ernized parity and flexible price support
program. Of course some of them
changed their minds later on but all of
them at that time were in agreement.
The Senate passed the bill. However, in
conference, the House said, “Give us 1
more year. Give us 1 more year. We
will not ask for an extension again.”

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I reecall
being called to a conference at 3 o’clock
in the morning on one day.

Mr, ANDERSON, They said, “Give us
just 1 more year. We will never ask
for it again.” We gave them 1 more
year.

Then in 1949 the Senate passed an-
other bill. The House had adopted the
Gore amendment. Again we went to
conference. In conference it was said,
“Just give us 1 more year. Only 1 more
year. We will never ask for it again.
Just give us 1 more year. Justone. Give
us just 1 more year.”

When that year ran out——
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. Mr. CASE of South Dakota. The Ko-
rean war broke out.

Mr. ANDERSON. Then when that
year ran out, we were asked, “Give us
just 2 more years. Give us only 2
more years. We will never ask for it
again.” When we got through that pe-
riod we were asked, “Just give us 1 more
year. We will never ask for it again.”

Now we are in the 2-year cycle again.
We are being asked to extend it for just
2 more years.

Mr. President, I have no faith in any
such proposal. I believe we had better
meet the question before all the farmers
see their farm income go down to zero.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I wish to say that I
cannot too strongly commend the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Mexico for
the various points he is making. They
are all keyed to the principal point, that
the surpluses overhanging the market
are the principal problems with which
we must deal.

The Senator is absolutely correct in
his statement that an artificial set-aside
or anything of that nature is mothing
more than a shell game which both the
farmer and the trade who handle agri-
cultural products are much too smart to
be taken in by. It is the old shell game
of “Now you see it; now you don’t. Now
you have it under your hand; now you
don’t.” Both the farmer and the men in
the trade know that a set-aside does not
do away with the menace.

Therefore I join the Senator from
New Mexico, first, in his insistence on a
quicker handling of surpluses, and that
that be made the first undertaking, and
the first problem to be met.

Second, I join with him in insisting
that the first approach to that problem
is through the soil bank. I join with
him in believing that it should be on a
compulsory basis, rather than on a
voluntary basis.

The third point is this. Am T correct
in understanding that the distinguished
Senator feels that instead of assisting
in doing away with surpluses, the resto-
ration of 90 percent price supports for
the basic crops for 2 years would do the
exact opposite, in that it would give the
maximum inducement and the greatest
possible incentive for the farmer to pro-
duce just as much as he could produce
from his acreage, and to overproduce, in
the same way that the potato farmers
did once when we were confronted with
the same problem?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; but I do not
believe what the Senator has said ap-
plies only to the basic crops. I do not be-
lieve that we will be able to get rid of
an amendment to take care of light-
weight hogs, oats, rye, barley, grain,
sorghums, and other crops.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thoroughly agree
with the Senator from New Mexico.
However, am I correct in my under-
standing that the Senator feels that
restoration of 90-percent price supports
for 2 years would do the exact opposite
from what it is claimed it would do, and
that it would not attack the surplus
problem at all, or dispose of it, but would,
instead, tend to restore and enlarge the
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surplus crops to which the 90-percent
formula applies?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, I believe that
to be the case. However, I wish to re=
mind the Senate once more that there is
a problem which is far more important
than the problem of worrying about
price supports, and that is the problem
of what we will do with the surpluses.

I had hoped that the Senate would
adopt the resolution I had presented to
the Senate, so that we could have the
Secretary’s reply when we took up the
debate on the farm bill. We did not do
s0. However, if we do nothing more
than adopt a resolution which requires
the Secretary of Agriculture to come back
in 60 days to tell us what he will do about
the disposition of the surpluses, I do not
believe that action alone will affect farm
prices supportable by 90 percent. A
great many people believe that it would
raise farm prices. However, what will
we do with 29 million hundredweight of
rice—unless we start to give it away?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, I espe-
cially wish to commend the Senator from
New Mexico for calling our attention to
the fact that the basics are by no means
all the agricultural production. They
constitute only about 23 percent of the
total cash marketings of agricultural
production in this country. After taking
out tobacco, which is not in argument ‘n
this particular debate, only 19 percent is
affected when we talk about basics going
back to 90-percent price supports.

I wish to ask the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico if he believes it is not
merely a coincidence that most of the
prosperity in agriculture at this time—
and there is a great deal of it in »narticu-
lar places and in particular commodi-
ties—is in large part derived from agri-
culture crops which do not fall under the
head of basics, but do fall under the
head of production in which the farmer
still uses some intelligence and still is
trying to shape his planting against
needs, and is using his ingenuity in mar-
keting and distributing his products and
in creating byproducts for which there
are new demands? -

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not correct to
say that the agricultural industries
which show high prosperity at this time
fall entirely outside the range of basic
commodities, and that there are a con-
siderable number of agricultural indus-
tries which are showing high prosperity
because they are still planning, thinking,
and working for themselves?

Mr. ANDERSON. I submitted for the
CONCGRESSIONAL REcorp the other day a
table showing the citrus-fruit situation,
with respect to which the State of the
Senator from Florida is a very good ex-
ample. I pointed out that although the
citrus production had greatly increased,
the producer was not in trouble, because
he had found other and new uses for his
product. When the domestic consump-
tion of table fruit, or fruit eaten at the
table, did not increase, the producer in-
creased greatly the amount of fruit which
went into packages, cans, and jars, as
well as the sales to other parts of the
world. He had to do it because the price
support was below 50 percent, and he
could not depend on the price-support
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Emf;m Therefore, he had to find mar-
ets.

Of course, it is not so simple as that
with some other commodities. I will say
that now before my friend, the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. TrYE] calls it to
my attention. I do say, however, that if
we would take care, when bills come to
the floor, not to pass apparently little
provisions which put us in trouble each
time, we might have a better chance later
of avoiding difficulties of the kind we are
now facing. A short time ago we passed
three little tobacco bills. They were
signed the other day. I ask Senators to
wait and see what those little bills will
do. We will soon see what the effect of
some of those little bills will be.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico for his reference to the citrus
industry. I admit that our -citrus
growers were hard pressed. They have
accomplished much for themselves. I
am happy, also, to say that theirs is not
the only industry which has done much
for itself. There are numerous other
fruit industries—deciduous fruit and
dried fruit, for example—and also other
industries like the dairy industry in most
parts of the country, which have done
much for themselves. Incidentally, the
dairy problem is confined largely to
about seven States. The other States of
the Nation are taking care of their dairy
situation.

Mr. THYE. Under Federal orders.
Under virtual monopolies. It would not
be possible to carry se much as a gallon
of milk into certain areas if it were not
for Federal orders.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thought the Sen=-
ator from New Mexico had yielded to me,
but apparently I have been laboring un-
der a misapprehension.

Mr. THYE. I am sorry.

Mr. HOLLAND. I see on the floor the
distinguished senior Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. WiLLiams.] He represents an
area which has helped itself to solve its
problems. Other agricultural areas
which have helped themselves are those
of poultry, dairy, small-fruit production,
vegetables, garden crops, and others.
That has been true in California, Florida,
and in numerous other States where
garden crops and small fruits and tree
fruits and tree nuts constitute the larg-
est agricultural industries.

I recall that in a recent colloguy my
distinguished friend from Minnesota
[Mr. TrYE] remarked on the fact that
my comment in committee was some-
what persuasive to him in getting him to
drop his demand for a l-year continu-
ance of 90-percent price support on the
ground that it was so apparently and
translucently political that it would
show itself.

Mr. ANDERSON. No member of the
Committee on Agriculture would be po-
litical in any way.

Mr. HOLLAND. I approve of that
afterthought statement of the Senator
from New Mexico. But I wish to ask
this question: Admitting that holding
out the prospect of supports at 90 per-
cent of parity for 1 year is a tremendous
political bait in certain areas for certain
people, does the Senator think that dou-
bling the bait and making it applicable
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for 2 years, not only for this year but for
next year, and saying, “We who are
fighting for you are going to put your
business on a basis of 90 percent price
supports,” is any less political or less per-
suasive as a political argument in those
areas to those people who, I think, are
very few in number, but who are suscep-
tible of political persuasion in this field?

Mr. ANDERSON. No; I do not. I
think the only solution is to come to
grips with the question. It would be bet-
ter for us to come to grips with the ques-
tion of what we are going to do with our
surplus products .and our expanding
agricultural production.

Mr. THYE. Mr, President, will the
Senator from New Mexico yield?

Mr. ANDERSON, I yield to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I regret
that I interrupted the Senator from
Florida. He is always a gentleman, and
I want to treat him as such. But I should
like to say, with reference to the market
situation, that we in the Midwest are a
surplus-producing area. Unfortunately
Florida is getting many of our citizens
who' have the financial means to retire
and who leave us and go to Florida. So
the population of Florida is increasing,
and therefore the State has increased
numbers of consumers at the expense of
those of us who live in northern regions.

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. President, we
in Florida are happy to have people
from Minnesota come to our State. They
are as fine citizens as can be found any-
where.

Mr. THYE. And we regret to lose
them. But when the Senator’s State en-
joys a large fluid-milk consuming mar-
ket he is not faced with the question
of disposing of surplus dairy products.
We cannot, however, ship our fine grade
A milk to Washington or New York—
milk which meets the standards of the
Food and Drug Administration—because
there is a regulation against it.

But what I want to say is simply this:
The soil-bank plan is the first realistic
approach to governing the number of
acres to be placed in production and to
controlling that acreage which has been
diverted. We will not be able to get
production down to reasonable propor-
tions until we cease to till, or curtail the
number of acres which are presently in
production annually. Until such time as
the soil bank is operating and we can
fully retire acreage from production, we
are going to have surpluses. In the
1920’s and early 1930’s, we had no farm
program on the statute books; we had no
price supports of any kind. Yet, men
like Senator McNary and Representative
Haugen, the sponsors of the McNary-
Haugen bills, and even President Cool-
idge and those who assisted in writing
his veto message, referred to the sur-
plus as the only major factor which was
then creating a depression in American
agriculture.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GEORGE] is in this Chamber, and I be-
lieve he could draw upon his memory
and recall the debates which took place
on the floor of the Senate with reference
to the surpluses which were then de-
siroying the farmer’s markets.
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No price-support factors were involved
in the problem then. Therefore, I
think those who say that 90 percent
price supports are responsible for the
present surpluses are not drawing upon
the experience of yesterday, because in
the 1920’s and early 1930’s there were
neither supports of any kind, nor any
kind of a farm program, yet surpluses
existed as the number one problem.
Then, as now, there were surpluses that
destroyed the farmer's market. The soil
bank is a realistic approach to the prob-
lem, but we cannot accomplish a sur-
plus reduction this year that will sub-
stantially solve the problem. We shall
go well into 1957 before we can accom-
plish it. That is why I wish to keep
the price-support program until the soil-
bank plan can become wholly operative
and effect a reduction in the surpluses.

Mr. ANDERSON. That is an interest-
ing point—that the soil bank is the first
new approach. I was interested a few
weeks ago to pick up a copy of an agri-
cultural publication which referred to
the soil bank as a crisp, new approach to
this problem. I have here a press release
from the United States Department of
Agriculture, Office of Information, press
service, dated March 10, 1937, headed
“Secretary Wallace Defines the ‘Ever-
Normal Granary.””

I read:

The phrase "“ever-normal granary" is de-
fined by Secretary Wallace in an article in
the March issue of the Agricultural Situa-
tion, published monthly by the Bureau of
Agricultural Economics.

By the ever-normal granary, Secretary
Wallace means “a definite system whereby
supplies following years of drought or other
great calamity would be large enough to
take care of the consumer, but under which
the farmer would not be unduly penalized
in years of favorable weather.”

Let me read the last paragraph:

“I call this part of the ever-normal granary
program storing the grain in the soll,” the
Secretary explains, “instead of storing it in
the bin.” After the consumer is adequately
taken care of by the building up of certain
supplies, it is cheaper for the farmer, con-
sumer, and Government alike to store addi-
tional quantities in the soil rather than in
the bin.

So, if we want to find out how new it
is, it is as new as 1937. The Senate and
the House did not pay any attention to
it then. Even though it is Henry Wal-
lace's program, I still think it is a good
program, and I think the Senate should
adopt it.

Mr. THYE. If the Lord gives us rain
at the proper time, and gives us the prop-
er amount of sunlight, and if the farmer
does not have to combat either drought
or grasshoppers, we still, oftentimes, pro-
duce more than can be consumed domes-
tically. Henry Wallace was right when
he said that the only proper way was to
build a fertile soil bank that could pro-
duce sufficiently if and when the need de-
veloped. Congress did not accept the
proposal at that time. I hope it will now
be accepted. It is too bad that a major-
ity did not see fit to put that sort of pro-
gram on the statute books in 1937. It is
too bad that they did not do it then, but
it is certainly going to be too bad if we
do not do it now.
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The only argument I have with the dis=-
tinguished Senator from New Mexico is
this: Shall we reduce supports while
these surpluses cause our markets to be
so weak that the farmer cannot receive
80 percent of parity although the na-
tional economy is enjoying prosperity in
its other segments?

I say that we should not do so with
these surpluses hanging over our mar-
kets. It is for this reason that I have the
courage—although I must say it is not
pleasant, but embarrassing—to stand
against some of my colleagues and
against the President of the United
States and the Secretary of Agriculture.

But I disagree on the question of how
to provide a better farm economy and
bring it into balance at this time. I say
that if the support price on wheat is to
be reduced 27 cents a bushel this year
and the support price on corn 18 cents
a bushel this year, this will reflect on
the prices of barley, oats, and the sor-
ghums grown in the Southwest, as well
as on the prices of other grains grown
elsewhere in the Nation. If that should
be the effect, the prices received by farm-
ers will drop lower than they are today.

It is with this conviction that I speak
as I do in favor of the 90-percent price
supports, even though I may be criticized
by some in my own State, who ask why
I will not stand with my administration.

The Senator’s proposal for flexible
price supports, as is provided in the 1954
act, will further lower the income of
farmers this year and they have already
suffered severely. Therefore, until the
soil bank program becomes effective,
there will not be any stiffiening of prices
in the marketplace. That will not hap-
pen this year, and that is why I take
the stand I do today.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico for yielding to me.

Mr. ANDERSON. I am glad to have
done so. I know how energetic and
aggressive my friend, the senior Senator
from Minnesota, is with respect to the
farm problem. He understands the
needs of the farmers.

At a dinner I was attending not long
ago, a very amiable lady came up and
asked me about the junior Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. Youncl. She
said, “How do you get along with each
other?”

I said, “Fine, fine,
very well.”

She said, “How can you say that?
You disagree with him on every issue.”

I said, “No, no. We are not together
on price supports; but we are absolutely
together—just like that—and I put my
two fingers together.

She said, “On what are you together?”

I replied, “On trying to do something
for the American farmer. We simply
;:onsider the situation along different
ines.”

I am certain the distinguished senior
Senator from Minnesota is no more em-
barrassed in his opposition to his Presi-
dent and his opposition to his Secretary
of Agriculture than I am in supporting
their views. We both have our crosses
to bear.

Mr. THYE. The fact of the matter is
that I wish the Senator were not stand-

We get along




1956

ing with them, because it makes it more
difficult for me.

It is sometimes said to me, “I cannot
understand your not being in step with
your President or your Secretary of
Agriculture, If the Senator from New
Mezxico, CrLINT ANDERSON, himself a
rancher and a former Secretary of
Agriculture, sees it as the President and
the Secretary of Agriculture see it, you
must be wrong.”

My reply is, “No, I am not wrong; I
am sorry the Senator from New Mexico
sees- conditions that way.”

The Senator from New Mexico and I
are both ecaught on the horns of a
dilemma.

Mr. ANDERSON. No doubt I regret
the dereliction of the senior Senator
from Minnesota as much as does the
President. I can only say that I think
agricultural matters should not to be
questions of partisan politics.

In 1947 we tried to find a basis upon
which the problem might be solved.
We did not succeed in doing so. I have
felt many times that the matter had
been plunged too deeply into politics in
the 1948 election. I have regretted that
it was a matter on which we divided
along such strong political lines.

I would only say to the Senator from
Minnesota that many of these matters
are not new. The Senator from Min-
nesota speaks about the flexible price-
support program in the 1954 act. Of
course, there is nothing relating to flex-
ible price suiports in the 1954 act; it
was in the act of 1948, which was spon-
sored by the Republican Senator from
Vermont [Mr. Aikenl, and it is in the
Agricultural Act of 1949, sponsored by
Democrats.

So these difficulties are not so easy
to adjust on the basis of party loyalty.

I was deeply appreciative—I have said
this before, and I am glad to do so
again—when the Department of Agri-
culture, at the time I was the Secretary,
presented the findings of a group of per-
sons inside the Department and outside
the Department as a permanent program
of agricultural relief to the able Sena-
tor from Vermont [Mr. A1xeN], who said
he would introduce it in Congress. I
thought that was a proper demonstra-
tion of nonpartisan administration.

As a result, when the President de-
cides to stand by a program of flexible
price supports, it ought not to seem very
remarkable to anyone that I shall sup-
port that program, because I feel deeply
about it. But in doing so, I am sure
everyone understands that I shall not
criticize my friends who may feel other-
wise about the question, and who feel
deeply about the agricultural situation
in their own States.

Mr, AIKEN. The Senator has pointed
out that the price-support program was
not an issue in the 1948 campaign, but
that both major parties took the same
position at that time. Agriculture gen-
erally did not become an issue until aft-
er the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico left the office of Secretary of
Agriculture, which I think was in May
1949.

Mr. ANDERSON. No; it was 1948. I
was not in the Department of Agricul-
ture when the subject became a red hot
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political issue. When I was in the De-
partment of Agriculture, I may say to
my friend from Vermont, which was dur-
ing the 80th Congress, I needed all the
Republican support I could muster, day
by day, on the matter of hog prices. The
Senator from North Dakota can testify
to that.

Mr. ATEEN. Although the question of
grain storage got into the campaign of
1948, it was not until the spring of 1949
that the farm program really became a
matter of politics in this country. From
the spring of 1949 until the present time,
agriculture has been involved politically.
I still insist that the farm programs
should not be partisan matters; that
they, like our foreign relations and for-
eign policies, should be above partisan-
ship; and that anyone who attempts to
make farm programs partisan questions
is performing no service at all for the
farm population of the United States.

Mr, THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I am glad to yield.

Mr. THYE. I thank the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico for being so
generous with his time in permitting
Senators to have a little discussion of the
bill.

I was in full support of the 1948 farm
bill. I was with the committee when
they conducted nationwide hearings in
order to get opinions from the producers.
Those hearings afforded the producers
in various sections of the Nation a con-
venient opportunity to meet with the
committee. Otherwise they would not
have been able to present their views to
the committee, because most of them
could not actually have afforded to come
to Washington.

I was in full support of the flexible pro-
visions in the 1948 act. I did object to
the omission of dairy provisions. How-
ever, a provision was included in the bill
making it mandatory to support milk
between 75 and 90 percent of parity,
thus leaving the Secretary of Agriculture
with some discretion in the establish-
ment of price-support levels.

At that time—and this is the reason I
wished to make a comment—an embargo
was placed on the exportation of fats and
oils, which were in short supply in the
United States. Other commodities and
products also were in short supply.

It was for that reason that flexibility
was written into the act.

I do not say or agree that that was
wholly correct; but I, who came from
the Midwest, knew how surpluses could
affect the farmers in that area, so I felt
that the flexible price supports were
proper, because they would bring about
a diversion from the production of some
crops to other crops, such as flax for lin-
seed oil, and soy beans because of the
shortage of oil. Therefore, I voted for
flexibility in the program in order to
permit shifting from a crop which was
in long supply to a product that was in
short supply. I never embraced the
theory that a price reduction would
compel reduced production, because I
believed, as had others, that only through
such a program as is now envisioned in
the soil-bank program could we curtail
production and ultimately manage the
surpluses.
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Any man who is familiar with the
productive capacity of land knows that
it is necessary to retire acres if produc-
tion is to be reduced. No farmer, if he is
a true farmer at heart, is going to neg-
lect either his livestock or his crops. He
will, with every effort, produce the maxi-
mum of which the land is capable. He
will produce the maximum on his dairy
farm, in his poultry houses, or on his
pig lot. Therefore, the feed supply must
be affected if there is to be a reduction in
meat supply. Availability of feed grains
will invariably encourage feeding of live-
stock or poultry, and result in an increase
in dairy products. There can be no ques=
tion about that.

It is for these reasons that I must
stand here before the Senate and plead
my case. If supports are dropped before
the soil bank has become administra-
tively operative, a reduction in farm in-
come will result. Farm income has al-
ready slipped from $17.2 billion in the
late 1940's down to $10.2 billion at this
time. The farm income is threatening to
go lower. Such a drop in income cannot
be suffered by the farm segment of our
economy without eventually endangering
and adversely affecting industry, because
the farmer is a big user of machinery,
whether it be a combine, a tractor, a
truck, a plow, or any of the other equip-
ment necessary to the farmer’s opera-
tions. If the farmer buys less from the
local merchants, industrial plants will
ultimately feel the result of the reduced
purchases of the farmer. Finally, in-
dustrial plants will feel the pinch and
men and women will be laid off and there
will be unemployment,

That is why I am pleading my case
today. There will be a chain reaction
which will start in the grassroots and be
reflected in the industrial centers.

Mr. ANDERSON. I may say to the
Senator from Minnesota I am going to
try to refer to several things to which I
have already made reference. He is
going to speak tomorrow—— !

Mr. THYE. I am very sorry I inter-
rupted.

Mr. ANDERSON. No. I am very
happy to have yielded to the Senator,
and I have already so indicated.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp at
this point an extract from the statement
of Henry Wallace before the Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
on March 7, 1935, a quotation from a
radio address given by Henry A. Wallace
over the National Farm and Home Hour
on Tuesday, January 26, 1937, and a short
quotation from Agricultural Price Policy,
written by Geoffrey S. Shepherd, which
again refers to those needs.

There being no objeetion, the extracts
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
orD, as follows:

STATEMENT OF HENRY A. WALLACE BEFORE THE
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY,
UNITED STATES SENATE, MarcH T, 1935, DUR-~
ING THE COURSE OF HEARING oN S. 1807, A
EBrr To AMEND THE AGRICULTURAL ADJUST-
MENT ACT, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES, PAGES
6-7
Coordination of commodity loans with pro-

duction programs:

“Part of the amendments apply primarily
to the production adjustment programs af-
fecting the basic commodities. These would
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coordinate commodity loans with production
Pprograms, L

. “Coordinating commodity loans with pro-
duction programs would be a step in the
direction of the ever-normal granary plan
which I suggested and have repeatedly advo-
cated. The proposal provides for Govern-
ment acquisition of commodities pledged by
farmers as security for loans, and their re-
payment at the option of producers as bene-
fit payments in kind. In my opinion, the
inauguration of this method in the Smith
cotton-option plan, sponsored by the chair=-
man of your committee, worked out to the
decided advantage of the farmers. Both our
cotton and our corn loans have been very
materially helpful to producers. This plan
ean be used to assure farmers the benefits
of price improvements which otherwise
would go to speculators; and also to build
up and maintain reserve supplies of food,
which ean be handled through the benefit
payment-in-kind method without depressing
the farmers’ markets. I believe this proposal
is wholly sound and I hope it will be written
into the Adjustment Act.”

FronM RADIO ADDRESS GIVEN BY HENRY A, WAL=
LACE OVER THE NaTIONAL FaRM AND HOME
Hour, JANUARY 26, 1937

*“The ever-normal granary above and be-
low the ground: Another way of approach-
ing the problem of the ever-normal granary
is through crop insurance, with premiums
paid in grain and benefits paid in grain.

“No matter whether the ever-normal gran-
ary is established through governmental
purchases, as in the case of the Farm Board,
through commodity loans, or through crop
insurance, there inevitably comes a time
when favorable weather several years in suc-
cession results in large supplies—large sup-
plies which bring unfairly low prices to the
farmer and positive damage to the consumer
from unemployment, which is a certain
consequence of unfair prices to farmers.
When more than a certain quantity of food
is in storage the result is not abundance
but waste.

“To prevent such consequences of years of
favorable weather farmers must have the
power to control their production. After
adequate storage supplies of wheat, corn,
and other grains have been established, it
becomes the part of wisdom to conduct
further storage operations in the soil rather
than in the grain bin,

“We should, of course, divert a certain
amount of corn and cotton acreage to soil-
conserving crops because that will make for
greater long-time productivity of our farm
land. But for the most part, let’s fill up the
storage bins this year. It is good policy to
vary the plans for storage of crops in the
soll according to the state of supplies in
the granary above ground.”

From AGRICULTURAL PricE PoLicY, BY GEOF=-
FREY S. SHEPHERD, 1947 EpiTioN, PAGE 40,
WHaICH CITED ABOVE STATEMENT FROM THE
AGRICULTURAL BrruaTion, BAE, USDA, VoL-
UME 20, No. 1, JANUARY 1, 1936
A program of practical adjustment:
“To keep the Government from commit-

ting a farm board it will be necessary after

supplies under the loan program have
reached a certain point to keep the granary
from running over by some practical pro-
gram of production adjustment. I call this
part of the ever-normal granary program

‘storing the grain in the soil' instead of

‘storing it in the bin.'" After the consumer

is adequately taken care of by the buillding

up of certain supplies, it is cheaper for the
farmer, consumer, and Government alike to
store additional quantities in the soil rather
than in the bin. If the weather is going to
be unusually violent in its swings, it is nec-
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essary for man to be unusually intelligent
in meeting the problem. I belleve the ever=
normal granary is a start.”

STATEMENTS BY SECRETARY WALLACE BEFORE
THE HoUSE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE
HoLpiNG HEARINGS ON GENERAL FARM LEGIS-
LATION, MAY 27, 1937, REFERRED TO THE
EvER-NORMAL GRANARY BUuT MADE No SrE-
CIFIC REFERENCE TO THE STORING OF RE=-
SERVES IN THE SoIL
“I am appearing before your committee

today in support of the bill which s en-
titled ‘The Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1937." I am strongly in favor of the prin-
ciples and purposes of this bill. It is de-
serving of immediate consideration in Con-
gress and I hope that legislation to carry
out the alms of this measure will be enacted
at the earliest possible date. The two
fundamental purposes of this bill are first
to safeguard the Nation's food supply and
second to protect farm income. Under the
terms of the bill, its aims would be attained
through a system of loans to farmers to
protect their prices and storage of reserve
supplies against years of short crops, coupled
with supplementary means to guard against
accumulation of ruinous surpluses.

“The most vital parts of this bill are those
calling for the establishment of an ever-nor-
mal granary in the great food crops of corn
and wheat” (p. 135).

The necessity for stiff penalties for non-
compliance was questioned by the chairman,
and the Secretary replied (p. 143):

“The Farm Board experience, it seems to
me, indicates that some penalty provision
would be necessary. Suppose we had a few
years of unusual production and the ever-
normal granary was filled and overflowing,
there would be a danger of finding ourselves
in the same position the Farm Board was
in where the Federal Treasury was not suffi-
clent to protect the farmers and the Nation
from the collapse which ensued.”

The relation of the dairy industry to an
ever-normal granary was stated by Secretary
Wallace in response to a statement by Con-
gressman Boilleau (p. 163, same hearings):

“Let me suggest that we have been operat-
ing, in which I believe to be a practical
way, the ever-normal granary for the dairy.
If this bill were enacted the stabilizing of
feed supplies of corn from year to year,
would reduce the wide fluctuations in but-
ter production, and the western cream pro-
duction. There would be no sudden rush
from hog farming into dairying such as took
place during the early thirties. Moreover,
we have diversion programs which enable
us to purchase butter and cheese when the
price is too low. We distribute this butter
and cheese by the relief agencles in the
various States.

“Now it seems to me that this 1s the
practical way to perfect an ever-normal gran-
ary for dairying. It is not feasible to store
dairy products for a great length of time.”

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, to a
degree an attempt was made to meet
the recommendations of a soil bank by
conservation payments. Our soil-con-
servation payments were a step in that
direction. They constituted an effort to
persuade the farmers to use the con-
servation policies which promised to
bring production somewhat under con-
trol, But that did not supply the an-
swer and the job could not be done.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr., ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. I wish to comment on
what the distinguished Senator had to
say about the Committee on Agriculture
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and Forestry. What he said is abso-
lutely true. We see much in the press
about the political angles involved in
farm legislation. I have always thought
that was an unjust accusation of the
committee. Every member of the com-
mittee approaches the subject in a com-
pletely bipartisan manner, and every-
one is just as sincere as he can be.

As the Senator knows, I supported the
flexible program of 1948. If the econ-
omy of this country had returned to nor-
mal, as was expected, then the program
would have worked out. I changed my
views because I felt the farmers of my
area could not exist under that program,
when labor was making gains and agri-
culture was paying higher prices for the
things it had to buy and was receiving
lower prices for everything it has to sell.
Every member of the committee cer-
t-g.inly approaches the problem in a most
sincere way.

Mr. ANDERSON. I thank the Sena-
tor from North Dakota, and I agree with
his opinion. That is why I should like
to bring to the Senate’s attention the
next item. I refer to a speech in which
the Secretary of Agriculture said that
farm surpluses have been accumulating
for years and that we had been accu-
mulating them long before this admin-
istration came into office. I think it per-
haps would be more correct to say that
the circumstances which led to their
accumulation had been developing over
a long period of years.

I cited the case of rice, and I made the
point that the Secretary of Agriculture
could not control the carryover of 1,515,-
000 hundredweight of rice. Next year
that amount increased by 6,031,000 hun-
dredweight. Then it jumped up to 29,-
900,000 hundredweight of rice. There is
no way in the world in which this rice
situation can be shaken loose or recti-
fied or brought under control. That is
why I said we need to be very careful
when we come to the rice question and
not dismiss it lightly.

The Senator from Louisiana knows I
am not in favor, generally, of a two-price
system. I do not know how I am going
to vote on the two-price system on rice,
when I get to that, but I said many
times in the committee that this is a
situation which has arisen not primarily
ac a result of the fault of the rice farmer.
‘Therefore, I think Congress must be very
careful in making an appraisal of it. The
rice carryovers which accumulated in
all the years the Democrats were in of-
fice were only 9,822,000 hundredweight.
So it would not be quite fair for us to
blame it on another political party. Nor
would it be quite fair to blame it all on
the present Secretary, because there
was in existence a law of Congress which
provided that the rice acreage could not
be reduced more than 15 percent the next
year.

I am not saying it was an unwise piece
of legislation. The country’s rice grow-
ers would have been in for pretty rough
treatment if that legislation had not
been enacted. Therefore, all agricul-
tural legislation has to be tempered a
little bit in accordance with what the sit-
uation may be in respect to one par-
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ticular commodity. Rice certainly is no
exception to that rule.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr, ELLENDER. The Senator will re-
call that during the Korean war every
effort was made by the Department of
Agriculture to inerease the production
of rice. The Department did so because
there was no rice production worth men-
fioning in South Korea and because the
other countries which produced most of
the rice for that area were unable to pro-
duce rice.- Indochina, Burma, Thailand,
and other countries could not fill the de~
mand. The Senator remembers that.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Because of that sit-
ulation the rice farmers of this Nation
were asked to expand their production
The Senator recalls that in 1950 we had
acreage controls on the production of
rice. That year 1,632,000 acres were
planted; a production of 38,689,000 hun-
dredweight of rice was achieved.

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. When the Korean
war started, the rice acreagze allotments
established for 1951 were withdrawn,
and they remained withdrawn until
1955. That is why we have such an ac-
cumulation of rice. It was thought by
our planners that we should have a
large amount of rice on hand in case it
. should be needed. The war ended, and
the rice was not needed. We must not
blame the farmers for that situation.

Mr. ANDERSON. That is exactly what
I was trying to say to the Senator from
Louisiana.

I hold in my hand the hearings on the
amendment cffered by the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. FuLsricHT]. There were
only seven pages of hearings, and those
pages are not all full. In those seven
pages the representative of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture said it turned out we
should have imposed acreage allotments
on the 1954 crop. Of course, in the ab-
sence of such allotments the result was
about a 17 percent increase in acreage
in 1954, with unprecedented yields, so
that we built up a tremendous supply.

The point I wish to make is that the
problem is not one which can be easily
solved. We will have to find a way to
bring the situation under control. We
will have to find ways of getting rid of
the surpluses.

I hold in my hand a newspaper article
under date of March 4, from Formosa,
which reads, in part:

The Sino-American Joint Commission on
Rural Reconstruction has made great strides
in increasing agricultural production and
improving farmers' livelihood in Formosa.

Then the article points out that the
rice output in Formosa has gone up from
1,210,000 metric tons 5 years ago to 1,-
900,000 metric tons today. So by the
stimulus of our own Government there
has been built up in Formosa a situation
that makes it impossible for us to get
rid of our 29 million hundredweight of
rice by any normal system.

That is why I say that sometimes I
worry whether we have correctly consid-
ered the situation, whether first we
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should worry about the level of prices, or
whether first we should consider a pro-
gram which we know will take care of the
enormous surpluses; and then, having
done that, see what we can do in tiie case
of the individual commodities.

Cotton has a similar history. In 1952
we had a modest carryover of 5,600,000
bales. The first year Secretary Benson
was in office, the figure increased to 9
million bales. If one were anxious to
avoid telling the truth, he could say that
Mr. Benson was responsible for that in-
crease. But he was not. Actually, con-
trols should have been imposed on the
1853 crop, but Congress did not provide
for that. Therefore, the production in-
creased to 9 million bales. Thereafter, it
increased to 10 million bales, and then to
13,300,000 bales, or approximately that.

I say that at the first point, something
should have been done about moving the
surplus. The fact that that was not
done is not necessarily the fault of the
Secretary of Agriculture. I am not too
familiar with negotiations between the
State Department and the Department
of Agriculture; but I should guess that
every time the Secretary of Agriculture
came forward with a program for getting
rid of the surplus of cotton, he found
himself in difficulties with the Secretary
of State. I think we should provide that
if the Secretary of Agriculture wishes to
do something to get rid of the surplus,
he shall have a chance to do so.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Mexico yield to
me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ArrorT in the chair). Does the Senator
from New Mexico yield to the Senator
from Louisiana?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator from
New Mexico has stated that acreage con-
trols should have been imposed in 1953.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr. ELLENDER. But in 1953 we were
still at war. Quotas would have to have
been announced and voted on by the
middle of December 1952, in order to
become effective upon the 1953 crop.
Controls were not imposed at that time,
or later, because we were still at war in
Korea.

Mr. ANDERSON. I thought the an-
nouncement was made some time in
October, but it does not matter.

Mr. ELLENDER. The announcement
is made by the middle of October and
the referendum must be held by the
middle of December of the preceding
year.

Mr. ANDERSON. While it is true
that we were still in some sort or sem-
blance of war, in that particular year
we actually increased our carryover by
approximately 3 million bales.

Mr. ELLENDER. But the farmers
were asked to produce in order to win the
war. Our planners told them that “the
lid is off’’; farmers were asked to pro-
duce, and they did so.

Mr. ANDERSON, I am not blaming
the farmers at all. Neither am I critical
of the Secretary of Agriculture in that
connection any more than I am in the
case of rice. I merely say that in such
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a situation it is necessary to get rid of
the surplus as quickly as possible.

In the case of wheat, in 1952 we had
what was regarded as a normal carry-
over, namely, 256 million bushels. It
can be said that 225 million or 210 mil-
lion bushels is ideal. Certainly approxi-
mately that mueh is correet. But in
1953 the carryover was 562 million
bushels; in 1954 the carryover was 902
million bushels; in 1955 the ecarryover
was 1,021,000,000 bushels; and in 1956
the carryover is 1,043,000,000 bushels. I
do not say it is wrong to have such
amounts; but when the carryovers reach
such proportions, something must be
done to get rid of the surplus.

Mr. ELLENDER. But, again, sur-
Pluses were permitted to build up be-
cause of the war. The farmers were
begged to increase their production, and
they responded.

Mr. ANDERSON. Except that when
there is so great a carryover, probably
it is not necessary to make a special
adjustment because of the war.

It also should be remembered that
when we tried to bring wheat under con-
trols, and when a restriction to 55 mil-
lion acres was proposed, the House voted
for 66 million acres, as I recall, and the
Senate reduced the figure to approxi-
mately 61 million acres. Then the bill
went to conference, and came out with a
figure of approximately 62 million acres.
I do not say there is anything very wrong
about that; but having done it, every ef-
fort must be made to achieve elimination
of the surplus stock and to eliminate it
as rapidly as possible.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the? Senator from New Mexico yield to
me

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. In 1952 the carry-
over of wheat was approximately 252
million or 256 million bushels, which I
agree is probably too large for the pres-
ent time.

Mr. ANDERSON. No, that is about
right.

Mr, CARLSON. However, in my
opinion controls should have been im-
posed in 1952 on wheat as well as on
cotton, as the Senator from New Mex-
ico has said. But controls were not
imposed then. Had they been imposed
then, I do not think we would have got-
ten into the present situation, or at least
we would not be so deeply involved as
we are. Certainly we have no right to
criticize the Secretary of Agriculture for
that situation; I am in thorough accord
with what the Senator from New Mexico
has said on that score.

Mr. ANDERSON. Certainly we should
bring this surplus situation under con-
trol now. If we do so, that will take
care of some of the price problems we
have. I am not too much worried about
price; but I hope we will try to bring the
surpluses under control and give the
Secretary of Agriculture the authority
he needs to do so.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I am
in thorough accord with the statement
the Senator from New Mexico has made,
namely, that the surplus problem is the
one with which we must deal.
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The Senator from New Mexico knows
that we exported approximately 315 mil-
lion bushels of wheat in 1952, But at
the present time, and even with the very
large subsidy, we have difficulty in dis-
posing of approximately 200 million
bushels.

Mr. ANDERSON. And that amount
has been decreasing.

Mr. CARLSON. Then what shall we
say of a State Department that refuses—
and I used the word respectfully—to co-
operate with us in disposing of some of
the surpluses?

In the case of cotton, I do not know
whether the State Department has ap-
proved the present plan. The last state-
ment was that 5 million bales of cotton
are to be exported. I do not know
whether the State Department has ap-
proved that or not. If it does approve,
perhaps that will be the breaking point
so that we can start to move some of
the surplus.

Mr. N. A day or two ago
1 saw in the newspapers a statement in
regard to the cotton situation. It said
that India was greatly outraged because
the United States was going to make
certain exports of cotton.

Mr. ELLENDER. Let me point out to
the Senator from New Mexico that it was
Egypt, not India.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, I stand cor-
rected by my friend, the Senator from
Louisiana. The newspaper account
stated that Egypt was reassured about
the Unifed States cotton plan, and that
Egypt’s ambassador had a cordial chat
with our State Department’s represent-
ative, and came out of the meeting re-
assured.

I look at that account, on the one
hand; and then I look at the figure of
5 million bales, on the other hand; and I
say, “Who is kidding whom?” I know
that the Secretary of Agriculture wants
to move 5 million bales of cotton. I
know when I was Secretary of ‘Agricul-
ture I tried to move 7 million bales of
cotton, and I ran into the same buzzsaw.
But the Secretary of Agriculture must
insist, and I know he will insist, on mov-
ing 5 million bales of cotton. Unless we
give the Secretary of Agriculture author-
ity to move in this field, he cannot suc-
ceed in the way we know he must succeed.

For instance, Mr. President, does the
State Department attempt to tell the
Department of Labor whether it can or
cannot approve a mediation in connec-
fion with the Westinghouse strike? I
hope not. The Department of Labor is
supposed to move in that field, and it
does move in it. Mr, President, is it not
the responsibility of the Secretary of
Agriculture to represent the farmers of
the United States to the same degree that
it is the responsibility of the Department
of Labor to represent the Ilaboring
groups?

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Mexico yield fur-
ther to me?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. Iam in thorough ac-
cord with the statement of the Senator
from New Mexico. For 2 years—not
merely at the present time—the Secre-
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tary of Agriculture has been trying to
handle this problem and to solve it. It
is time for us to be realistic about it.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.

I recognize that these agreements are
necessary. But the question is, how can
the problem be solved? The Secretary
of Agriculture will have to battle if he
is to be successful. Otherwise the farm-
ers will never get a fair price schedule.

Mr. AIEKEN rose.

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. We seem to have lost
sight of what the historic United States
export trade in cotton has been. We
speak now of recovering our 5-million
bale export market, as though that were
the traditional amount of cotton ex-
ported. Asa matter of fact, if we go back
22 or 23 years we find that in those years
the United States was exporting about
10 million bales of cotton, not the 5 mil-
lion bales which we talk of at this time,
About that time, of course, a worldwide
depression struck. The use of cotton
dropped. Synthetics began to come into
the picture; and we have dropped from
an export, not of 5 million bales to 2 mil-
lion bales this year, but from 10 million
bales or more down to 2 million bales this
year. If we do not do anything abeout it
and continue to allow foreign countries to
dictate the amount we export, in another
2 years we may not be exporting any-
thing.

I think we have turned the tide. I
do not believe we are going to hurt the
other cotton-producing countries at all,
hecause they, too, have been pricing cot-
ton out of the market, when there are
more than 2 billion people in the world
today who probably would be using more
cotton if they could.get it at a more
realistic world price than what they have
‘had to pay. We have not only held a
price umbrella over our own cotton pro-
ducers, but we have encouraged produc-
ers in other countries to charge more for
cotton than the market would bear.

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from
Vermont is correct in that statement. By
doing so we have also helped to build the
synthetics industry. When the big argu-
ment was in progress at the conelusion of
World War II as to whether or not the
American surplus stocks of cotton would
be moved into commerce or disposed of
at home in some fashion, it was con-
tended that if we moved the cotton into
Japan, China, and other places, we would
take away the market which traditionally
belonged to other countries. :

All we did was to preserve the cotton
market for other countries against the
inroads of synthetics. Had we accepted
their dictation and refused to ship any
cotton, we would have seen the expan-
sion of synthetics in Japan very rapidly.
But because cotton was moved into Ja-
pan and China, today there exists a cot-
ton market which those countries would
not otherwise have. If we were to move
our cotton into that area now as rapidly
as the demands of the world build up, I
think we would be doing a favor to the
cotton industry throughout the world, as
well as helping ourselves.
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Mr. AIKEN. As cotton is put on the
market at competitive prices, not only
the United States, but Egypt and other
countries, will find their market for cot-
ton expanded.

Mr. ANDERSON. I think so.

Mr. President, there are many things
which I should like to discuss this after-
noon at great length. I come back to
the place where I started many months
ago. Unless we can come forward with,
some sort of program for the disposition
of surpluses rapidly, vigorously, and in
an orderly fashion, so that the grain ex-
changes and cotton exchanges of the
country will know that those commodi-
ties are not coming back to harass them,
and will not be used to break world
markets, we shall be in real trouble.

The American farmer has suffered
enough from the accumulation of sur-
pluses. I have tried to point that out in
some instances—and probably in all—
the surpluses have developed innocently.
They have developed because we were in
a war situation which seemed to make it
wise. No war situation makes it wise
now. Regardless of the explanation, I
think this is the time to move and make
disposition of these surpluses, if we ex-
pect any farm program to work.

There are Members of this body who
firmly believe that one system of price
supports is perfect and another system
is not perfect. A great many people
subscribe to a still different philosophy
about price supports. That situation
will continue so long as we have a Sen-
ate and a House and differing opinions.
However, there is one thing upon which
we can count. If we do not make com-
plete disposition of the surpluses hang-
ing over the market at this time, no sys~
tem will produce any great degree of
success so far as the American farmer
is concerned. ;

" I close where I started the other day.
I compliment the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. ErLEnDpER] for taking his com-
mittee around the country. If that did
anything for me, it was to prove that we
were not agreed upon any particular
route to salvation. One group of farmers
believes one thing, and another group be-
lieves another.

Under those circumstances, it is very
difficult indeed for the Senate to come
to a final decision.. I think we are all
agreed that the surplus problem is very
difficult. I think we all- believe that
some sort of soil bank needs to be estab-
lished.

Personally I shall support the idea of a
mandatory bank, because I believe it is
the only useful tool which the Secretary
of Agriculture can use so late in the
season. If he goes to the American
farmer now with a plan for a voluntary
bank, he will get very little response,
and the soil bank idea will receive very
little support. I hope we may have a
mandatory bank. I hope the Senate will
agree to such a provision and let us
take it to conference and see what the
House conferees think about it.

I hope that in some manner, by sug-
gestion of the Secretary or otherwise, we
may then, or soon after, find a program
for the disposition of surpluses which'
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the Congress can accept and support,
and that the Secretary of Agriculture
will then be able to carry it out.

Mr, KENNEDY. Mr,. President, it is
with some hesitation that I rise to speak
on the farm program, coming as I do
from an eastern State generally char-
acterized as urban and industrial. I
would speak on this subject, however—
not only because Massachusetts has some
of the Nation’s finest farmlands, most
modern methods, and most famous
products—not only because farming is a
vital Massachusetts industry, pumping
more than $200 million of cash farm in-
come into our State’s economy every
year—but also because the agricultural
policies of our Nation, while they may
appear to affect more directly more
farmers in other parts of the country,
are of real significance to Massachusetts
and her farmers, industries, consumers,
and taxpayers; and, more importantly,
because all of us in the Senate have a re-
sponsibility to the Nation as well as our
own State and region.

My position on the pending amend-
ment to eliminate rigid 90 percent price
supports from the bill, in order to con-
tinue the new flexible program, is a posi-
tion which I realize to be at variance with
that held by the great majority of my
fellow Democrats. I do not take pleas-
ure from such disagreements—but I do
regret that the long hours spent in de-
bate over relatively minor differences in
method have obscured the much larger
and much more important area of agree-
ment within our party—and, for the most
part, within the entire Nation.

Both within our party and Nation, I
think most of us would agree that agri-
culture needs some protection from the
distress that results from violent down-
swings in farm prices. I think most of
us want to prevent an agricultural de-
pression that could wreck the Nation's
economic health; and we want to pre-
vent inequitable treatment of farmers at
the hands of a Government discrimi-
nating in favor of other segments of the
economy. I think most of us would
agree that the national interest requires
a long-range program adjusting produc-
tion to demand, and enabling our farm-
ers to move high-quality food and fibers
at reasonable prices to consumers at
home and abroad, without wasting our
soil resources. And I think most of us
would agree that the fixed price-support
program provided a helpful cushion
during the serious decline in farm prices
and farm exports which has taken place
in recent years, and during the general
economic decline of 1954.

But, Mr. President, I am opposed at
this time to any farm program calling
for high price supports fixed at 90 per-
cent of parity until such time as the
flexible support program and the new
soil-bank program have had a sufficient
opportunity to prove themselves. To
those of my colleagues who call upon me
to support the 90-percent program, de-
spite its shortcomings, as a means of
stabilizing farm income during the cur-
rent farm recession, I can only point to
the decline in farm prices and income
which has taken place during the opera-
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tion of that 90-percent program, a de-

cline which has been intensified by the-

ever-present threat posed by the huge
surpluses acquired by the Government
under that program. I am not an ex-
pert on farm economies. But it appears
to me that—due at least in part to the
stimulation of high support prices—the
productive capacity of our food and fiber
industry is overexpanded while its mar-
kets are shrinking—not so much in
terms of actual and potential need,
which will continue to increase here
and in the poorer areas of the world, but
in terms of distribution and purchasing
power. Price supports at 90 percent of
parity will not solve that problem; price
supports at a lower or flexible level will
not solve it either—but at least they will
not accentuate it so badly. And though
I am distressed by my colleagues’ statis-
tical data on falling farm income, I
would remind them that like most sub-
sidies, our farm programs have tended
to help the well to do more than the
poor. It has been estimated that less
than 2 percent of the Nation's farmers
receive more than 25 percent of the
price-support program’s benefits. Those
who heavily weigh these statistics—the
farm families at the bottom of the eco-
nomic ladder, the Negro and Mexican
tenant farmers of the South and South-
west, and others—will on the whole re-
ceive all too little of the benefits to be
passed out under any support program.

But let me make clear, Mr, President,
my belief that neither fixed nor sliding
price supports offers a perfect, compre-
hensive, permanent answer to all the ills
of agriculture. Neither program is free
of the faults for which its own adherents
condemn the other. The flexibility of
the present compromise program is cer-
tainly very slight indeed, and it is
doubtful that it will save the taxpayers
any money. Both the old and the new
programs depend upon the storage of
surpluses too big to handle, too expensive
to store. Both old and new offer sup-
port to some farmers in some parts of
the country that hurts other farmers in
other parts of the country. Both con-
centrate more on the farmer's price than
on his net income, more on his guaran-
teed security than on his independence.
Both programs require the farmer to ac-
cept various controls, particularly acre-
age restrictions which—being invari-
ably followed by more intensive fertili-
zation and production on the remaining
acres—have in the past had little effect,
except as a nuisance, in mose instances.
Neither program diminishes appreciably
the production of surplus commodities
or increases appreciably their markets,
thus facilitating neither the end of the
storage burden nor the adoption of
sound soil conservation practices. Both
subsidize the inefficient farmers while
giving little help to those who most need
it. Neither program enables our farm-
ers to sell in the world market at nor-
mal competitive prices; and both re-
quire restrictions on agricultural im-
ports—which would otherwise take ad-
vantage of our support program—thus
restricting still further the market for
farm exports. Neither of the present
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alternatives offers substantially lower
prices to consumers and industry.

In short, Mr. President, while I shall
vote against 90 percent of parity, I do
not deny its past benefits or reject its
basic purpose; and while I shall support
flexible parity, I do not look upon it as
a final answer to the farm situation.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I trust the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts will remain to
listen to a few remarks I have to make
that deal specifically with a-portion of
what he has just now said.

Mr. KENNEDY. I shall be delighted
to do so.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I believe that some
of my remarks may have the effect of
showing him that he has stated the prob-
lem in exactly the reverse order. If the
soil-bank program is adopted, it will take
more than a year to get it into operation.
If, at the same time, as the Senator from
Minnesota stated earlier this afternoon,
we adopt flexible supports, we will drive
many of the small farmers out of their
farms and into the cities. We shall
create a greater problem in the factory
than we shall cure on the farm.

THE DISAPPEARANCE OF THE FAMILY FARM

One of the most amazing things to me
about the farm situation is not generally
known to the public. It is a fact which
explains why for almost 30 years the
farm problem has been an unsettled
dilemma before Congress and in the
executive branch of the Government.

There were fewer farms in the United
States in 1955 than at any time since
1890. The Senator from Massachusetis
was not born in 1890. At that time there
were some 4 million farms in the United
States. The exact number, obtained
from the United States Census Bureau,
was 4,564,641. That was in 1890.

In 1954 there were 4,782,933. There
were 600,000 fewer farms in this country
in 1954 than there were in 1950. The re-
duction of farms has become accelerated,
and in the period from 1950 to 1954 there
was the largest decrease of farms in the
United States of any period of which the
Bureau of the Census has any record.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY. Even though that
may be true, in spite of the reduction in
the number of farms, our productive
capacity has steadily increased.

Mr, O'MAHONEY. Oh, yes.

Mr. EENNEDY. The fact is that——

Mr. O'MAHONEY. We have had a
Department of Agriculture which has
been researching and discovering ways
and means of increasing production.
We have better methods of production
and better methods of planting, and we
live in the machine age, with new reapers
and new tractors, new milling machines,
and the like, all of which do the work
that was formerly done by laborers upon
the farm. Of course, the land has been
made more productive.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY. Are we not frying
very hard to develop a program which
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will ease the transference from agricul-
ture of those who are living a marginal
existence on farms? .

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes; butthe prob-
lem has not been solved. I am saying
that the 90 percent of parity program
is urged by the supporters of that pro-

gram on the ground that without it we-

will create more disaster among the
farmers. Let us wait until the soil-
bank program can succeed, if it can, be-
fore we destroy the family size farm.
That is my argument in just one sen-
tence. This is & human problem as well
as an economic one.

This afternoon, while the debate was
going on, the able Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANpErsoN] a former very
successful Secretary of Agriculture, was
deseribing his point of view. During
that time while listening to him I also
read the bill—

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, OMAHONEY. I shall be glad to
yield in a moment.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield before he leaves that
point?

EXTRAORDINARY DELEGATION OF POWER

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I shall be glad to
yield very shortly. I should like to state
first that I read exactly 18 pages of the
bill during the debate this afternoon.
I had read the bill before. However, the
reading of it this afternoon was to deter-
mine how many times Congress had
delegated to the Secretary of Agricul-
ture its power to legislate—to fix rates,
to determine goals, and, in short, to say
how the program shall be carried on,

Much to my amazement, I found that
in the 18 pages which I was able to read
while the debate was going on, there
were 21 instances in which Congress had
delegated to the Secretary of Agriculture
the power it ought to exercise itself.

I am very fearful that because of these
weaknesses—amazing weaknesses, as the
Senator, I am sure, will agree when I
read some of them to him—the soil-bank
program presented to us now is destined
to fail.

It is a 4-year program, costing about
$750 million a year and affecting the
whole country. .

Let me read, first, one of the most
startling provisions in the bill. I read
from page 10, line 14:
~ Compensation under this section shall be
at such rate or rates as the Becretary deter-
mines will provide producers with a fair and
reasonable return for deducing their acreage
of the commodity, taking into consideration
the loss of productlon of the commodity on
the reserve acreage, any savings in cost which
result from not planting the commodity on
the reserve acreage, and the incentive neces-
sary to achieve the reserve acreage goal.

What are these powers? They are the
powers of Congress. They are the power
to fix rates, to determine what a fair and
reasonable return shall be, to determine
what the incentive shall be to induce
farmers to keep their lands idle.

Here we turn over to the Secretary of
Agriculture complete authority without
any supervision on the part of Congress
to provide the incentives which he deems
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nec;assm to achieve the reserve-acreage
goal.

Then the second part of this particular
section reads thus:

(b) The total compensation pald producers
for participating in the acreage-reserve pro-
gram with respect to any year's crops shall
not exceed $750 million,

~ Thus, in just a few words in the bill,
we hand over to the Secretary of Agri-
culture complete discretionary power fo
name the rate and rates and incentives
necessary to promote the program, with
only one limitation, namely, that he shall
not spend more than $750 million in a
single year. Oh, yes; there is another
limitation: he shall not pay more than
$100 an acre for retired tobacco land.

There was a time when Members of
Congress believed that Congress was the
source of the manner and authority of
spending the public funds, but here we
turn it over to the Secretary of Agricul-
ture. There was a time when I used to
hear this Chamber ring with the denun-
ciation of bureaucracy, but in this bill we
find a grant of bureaucratic power that
exceeds anything I have ever read in all
the bills we have ever passed from time
to time delegating away the power of
Congress.

I now yield to the Senator from
Florida.

" Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, be-
fore I advert to the matter as to which
I have asked permission to intervene,
I may say that the question just raised
by the distinguished Senator from Wy-
oming is something which addressed it-
self with compelling force to each and
every member of the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am sure it must
have.

Mr. HOLLAND. There are 15 mem-
bers of that committee, 8 from one party
and 7 from the other party, coming from
all parts of the Nation. We realized
that if we could ourselves prescribe the
exact price to be paid for the exact acre-
age, that would be preferable, but we
found, for instance, when we came to
a general program for the elimination
of 12 million acres of one crop, the pro-
duction of wheat, in 1 year, we were
dealing with a commodity in which the
ground was so different, the productiv-
ity so different in various parts of the
Nation, that it was simply impossible to
have 1 standard or 1 fixed measure
apply to all. When it came to cotton,
we could not apply the same standards
to both the fertile reclaimed lands of
the West which can produce as much
as 3 bales to the acre or more, and mar-
ginal lands, if we wish to call them that,
in the old cotton-producing part of the
South, which produce only 250 to 275
pounds to the acre.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Will the Senator
from Florida permit me to make a re-
mark now?

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator will
permit me to complete my statement,
I shall be glad to yield in a moment.

It became completely evident that we
would spend a whole summer in trying
to work out details which would prob-
ably be unworkable in the end, because
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of the immense variety of lands in crops
throughout the Nation; then we would
have no program at all. So the mem-
bers of our committee, I think, with-
out a dissenting voice, decided that the
best thing the committee could do would
be to state, as it is stated in the report,
possible goals of the number of acres
to be eliminated in the first year. We
also imposed a maximum limitation on
how much could be spent and we named
factors which the Secretary must con-
sider in establishing a program to ac-
complish a reduction in the acreage on
each of the different classes of land
which produce the same commodity.

If the Senator from Wyoming has a
better program, speaking only as 1 mem-
ber of a committee of 15, all I can say is
that I shall welcome him and it with
open arms and be glad to support its
incorporation in the bill.

Mr. OMAHONEY. The Senator from
Florida realizes that I have the floor,
does he not?

Mr. HOLLAND. Ido, and I apologize.
If the Senator wishes to take the floor
from me——

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I merely wish to
respond to what the Senator from Flor-
ida has said. I invite attention to page
17 of the bill. The Senator from Flor-
ida and every other Senator in this body,-
after this bill has been enacted into law,
will have to go to the people of his
State and say that by subsection (b) of
section 208, the Senate has given to the
Secretary of Agriculture the power to
distribute the national acreage reserve
goal among the States. The subsection
to which I have referred reads as follows:

In distributing the national acreage goal
among the varlous States and major crop-
production regions, the Secretary shall give

due regard to the respective needs of the
various States—

Senators under this bill cannot do
that—

and regilons for flood control—

The regions are not specifically de-
scribed. Sometimes these regions in-
volve several States— »
the respective needs of the various States
and reglons for flood control, drought con-
trol, and other conservation benefits; the de-
sires of producers in particular States or
regions to participate in the conservation
program; the diversion of acreage from crops
under acreage allotments or marketing
quotas; and the need to assure adequate pro-
duction of agricultural commodities and
produets not in surplus and to discourage
the production of agricultural commodities
and products in surplus.

I say to the very able Senator from
Florida whose legal mind I have learned
to respect from the time he first entered
this body——

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Wyoming,

DO WE NEED TO GRANT THIS POWER?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. This language, to
my mind, grants to the Secretary of
Agriculture almost the powers of a dic-
tator over the farmlands of America. I
really think that there are brains enough
on the Committee on Agriculture and
brains enough in the Senate of the
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United States to draw a soil-bank pro-
posal which will not place the Secretary
of Agriculture and his experts, able
though they may be, in complete control.
No Member of this body, after this meas-
ure has been passed, can go back to his
State and tell his people what land in
that State will be set aside, because the
Secretary will have to make the goals.
There is an appeal in the bill to the Sec-
retary that he fix the goals for 1956 at
the earliest possible moment.

Now the Senator from Florida may
proceed. [Laughter.]

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
from Wyoming, and I again extend that
warm and unlimited welcome which I
have tried to extend to any suggestion
which the Senator may have——

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am working on
some suggestions.

Mr. HOLLAND. Which will clear up
this whole matter and enable us to apply
a standard which will be equally appli-
cable to an area such as his own State,
where the customary size of a farm may
be in hundreds and thousands of acres,
and, at the same time, apply to the Delta
of Mississippi or the rich garden lands
of New Jersey or to other lands equally
rich.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The great areas of
our farms in Wyoming are due to the
fact that they are grazing lands, and
much of the area is not in any way com-
parable to the rich soils of the delta on
which large crops can be grown on small
areas.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator makes
my point more briefly and in better
words than I have made it, that the
farms of this Nation are so diversified
that they offer us a challenge, indeed, to
work out some formula that would be
equally applicable to all.

Again I say, and I am sure I may
speak for my distinguished friend, the
chairman of the committee, the Sena-
tor from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], in
this matter, that our committee would
welcome any suggestion which would
spell out ‘n figures and letters the spe-
cific program which the Secretary of Ag-
riculture must use in every case.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Oh, I do not think
it is necessary to do that. The Senator
is making the job too difficult. Not in
every case.

Mr. HOLLAND. There was no unity
in our committee on this subject. It
was not the desire on the part of all the
members of the committee to give the
Secretary this heavy responsibility and
this very great power to carry it out.
But the more we studied the problem—
and we have been studying it for over a
year, and we studied it very assiduously,
and I believe the distinguished Senator
from Wyoming has been kind enough
to compliment the chairman of the com-
mittee and the committee members for
their visits which were made to many
places throughout the Nation to try to
get the thinking of our people—the more
convinced we became that it was unde-
sirable to attempt to include adminis-
trative details in the legislation.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I think the com-
mittee has worked diligently on the bill.
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Mr. HOLLAND. But the committee
has not yet brought up an answer to this
question, and it is for that reason that
1, speaking as one of the junior mem-
bers of the committee, hope my able and
beloved friend, from his great experi-
ence, will suggest a formula so simple
and complete that we can incorporate
it in this bill, and then mnot need to
worry about passing on responsibility
to the Secretary of Agriculture who is
greatly admired by many Members, in-
cluding myself, but who is not equally
admired by every Member of the Senate.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Despite the smile
in the Senator’s eyes, I assure him that
I shall do my best to present amendments
which will remove some of the defects
which I find in the bill, one of which, by
the way, is on page 15, beginning in line
2, and having to do with rates of com-
pensation:

Such rate or rates may be determined on
an individual farm basis, a county or area
basis, or such other basis as the Secretary
determines will facilitate the practical ad-
ministration of the program.

THE SECRETARY'S POWER EXTENDS TO INDIVIDUAL
FARMS

That language gives to the Secretary
of Agriculture the power to run the en-
tire gamut of agriculture in the United
States, from the reglon, the State, the
area, the county, down to the individual
farm. In my recollection, no such power
has ever before been granted by the Gov-
ernment of the United States to any
official.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. OMAHONEY. 1Iyield tothe Sen-
ator from Florida. It is always interest-
ing to debate with the Senator from
Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I certainly am com-
forted to know that the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming intends to offer
amendments which he thinks will meet
the various questions which he has men-
tioned.

But to advert to the situation present-
ed by the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], I had the
honor to be one member of the commit-
tee to whose lot fell the pleasant duty of
hearing, among other witnesses, wit-
nesses from the great State of Massachu-
setts. We met, not in Massachusetts, but
at Montpelier, Vt., where there were
present, I should say, some 15 or 20 quite
vocal, expressive witnesses from the
State of Massachusetts. Perhaps there
were more; the record will show.

I must say that, in my judgment, the
distinguished Senator from Massachu-
setts in setting forth his position stated
the position—I believe it was unani-
mously; and if not that, then almost
unanimously—stated for him by the wit-
nesses from his State representing the
various agricultural industries of Massa-
chusetts.

I was comforted at the Montpelier
meeting, after hearing not only the wit-
nesses from Massachusetts, but also wit-
nesses from all the States of New Eng-
land, to discover that there are large
segments of our agricultural industry,
including those from that particular sec-
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tion of the Nation, who still believe that
the law of supply and demand has some
potentiality, and who still think that any
agricultural program- which must be
evolved should be evolved against a sound
dovetailing with the law of supply and
demand.

I was comforted to find in that area,
and in others where the insidious results
of the operation of the high price-
support formulas has not affected the
thinking of the farm people, that there
came forth expressions which I thought
were sound and showed a continuance of
the soundness and conservatism which
we have always expected from our agri-
cultural people, which has been tradi-
tional up to this time, but which has
vanished, I am sorry to say, in some
areas of the Nation.

Ishall address myself at greater leneth
to that point of view, which I regret to
have discovered, in the course of the
hearings, as having made itself so clearly
seen in some other industries, some other
commodities, and some other areas of
our Nation. But certainly in old New
England there is still the individuality,
the independence, and the willingness to
plan for oneself and for one’s industry:
the willingness to measure one’s produc-
tive capacity against the active needs of
the people who use the product, which is
what we expect of agriculture.

Ithank the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts—and I compliment him
upon setting forth the contentions of
his own agricultural people in stating his
position upon this particular amend-
ment.

Mr. KENNEDY. On behalf of the agri-
cultural people of Massachusetts, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Florida
for his kind statement.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I compliment the
individualist farmers of New England,
and especially of Massachusetts, but I
should like the Senator to glance at the
section of the bill I have just read into
the Recorp and tell the individualistic
agriculturalists of Massachusetts, Ver-
mont, New Hampshire, Maine, Rhode Is-
land, and Connecticut, that under the
soil bank proposal the Secretary may
determine the rates upon the basis of
even individual farms; so that the rate
paid to Farmer Jones and the rate paid
to Farmer Smith, his neighbor, may ke
different. I do not say that they will be;
but the power will be granted by the bill,
and it will apply to the farmers of New
England just as it will apply to the
farmers of Wyoming, and those of the
other Rocky Mountain States, those of
Oklahoma, Louisiana, and all the other
States of the Union.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, O'MAHONEY, 1 yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Let me say to my
good friend from Wyoming that the
power which the committee bill would
give to the Secretary of Agriculture is,
in my opinion, necessary.

THIS IS A SURRENDER TO BUREAUCRACY

Mr. OMAHONEY. I have no doubt
about that. What I am trying to point
out is that if we have come to such a pass
in this country that the Senate thinks



3906

necessity compels the setting up of a
public czar of agriculture, we had better
stop talking about bureaucracies in po-
litical campaigns.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator well
knows that this country is vast in area
and that different kinds of crops are
grown in every part of the Nation.
Whereas the size of a small farm in
Wyoming might be 3,200 acres, in Loui-
siana it would be less than 80 acres.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. There are many
farms in Wyoming which are as small as
80 acres, 120 acres, or 160 acres.

The Senator need not worry. There
are small farms which will grow agricul-
tural crops, and many of the small
farmers and small cattle ranchers are
today fearful that they will be driven
out of agriculture completely unless the
Senator’s provision for 90 percent of
parity is included in the bill. I am be-
hind the Senator on that point.

I am simply trying to make the rec-
ord clear, so that the country as well as
the Senate may know that the extent of
the discretionary power over legislative
matters which we are proposing to grant
in the bill. No wonder there are empty
seats in the Chamber. We are passing
our DOWErs away.

Mr. ELLENDER. This discretionary
provision sets no precedent. It is noth-
ing new.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Of course, it is
nothing new; but where will it end?

Mr., ELLENDER. I do not know, but
the committee had no alternative. We
set no precedent, however. Let me call
the Senator’s attention to the Soil Con-
servation and Domestic Allotment Act
of 1936. Congress granted full discre-
tion to the Secretary of Agriculture in
that act to apportion among the States
the conservation funds which Congress
might appropriate. I read section 7 (g),
as follows:

On or before November 1 of each year the
Secretary shall apportion among the several
States the funds which will be available for
carrying out State plans during the next cal-
endar year, and in determining the amount
to be apportioned to each State, the Secre-
tary shall take into consideration the acreage
and value of the major soil depleting and
major export crops produced in the respec-
tive States during a representative period
and the acreage and productivity of land
devoted to agricultural production (includ-
ing dairy products) in the respective States
during a representative period: Provided,
however, That any such apportionment or
funds available for earrying out State plans
during any year prior to 1942 may be made at
any time prior to or during the year to
which such plans relate. Notwithstanding
the making of an apportionment to any
State for any calendar year, the funds ap-
portioned to any State for which no plan has
been sppmved for such year, and any amount
apportioned to any State which is not re-
quired to carry out an approved plan for
such State for such year, shall be available

for carrying out the provisions of sections
7 to 14, inclusive, of this act.

That act gave the Secretary of Agri-
culture almost complete administrative
power. I am free to confess to my good
friend from Wyoming that the pending
bill does give the Secretary wide power
with respect to the soil bank and other
programs, but I wish the Senator would
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tell us how it would be possible for us
to write into the law a yardstick, a
standard, which would be applicable to
every farm, every county, and every
area in our country, and still carry out
the act as it should be carried out.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I think it would
be utterly impossible to devise one
formula which would be applicable to
every area, just as in the bill the Sena-
tor's committee has found it impossible
to deal with all the commodities alike.
There is a different program for rice
from that which has been provided for
wheat. Is that correct?

Mr. ELLENDER. There is a 2-price
program for rice, on a trial basis.

o Mr. O'MAHONEY. But it is in the

ill.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is true. The
Senator from Kansas is going to sub-
mit an amendment for a 2-price system
for wheat.

Mr. O'MAHONEY., I cannof read the
minds of the various Senators who in-
tend to offer amendments. I am talking
about the bill as I see it. I am glad the
Senator is going to offer such an amend-
ment. It only bears out the contention
I made, that amendments are needed.

Mr. ELLENDER. There are 63
amendments pending. Some of them
undoubtedly will be adopted.
TWENTY~-ONE GRANTS OF DISCRETIONARY POWER

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
should like to have the opportunity to
present the entire list of these discre-
tionary powers which are granted to the
Secretary in the bill. In order that they
may appear in the ReEcorp in consecutive
order, where those who wish to read
the Recorp may find them, I hope that
I may be able to give them 1 by 1 with-
out interruption. After I have read
them into the Recorp I shall, of course,
be happy to answer any questions that
may be addressed to me.

The first I have marked down appears
on page 3 of the bill, section 203, which
reads:

Whenever the price of either cottonseed or
soybeans is supported under this act, the
price of the other shall be supported at such
level as the Secretary determines will cause

them to compete on equal terms on the
market.

That is, subject to the determination
of the Secretary.

Mr. ELLENDER. May I state to the
Senator that the Secretary does that
now?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Will the Senator
please withhold his comments? I shall
later come back to the items, and we may
go over them one by one.

Mr, . Very well.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Number 2 ap-
pears on page 7 of the bill:

To be eligible for such compensation—

That is, the soil bank compensation,
and I am reading from page 7, beginning
on line 15—

To be eligible for such compensation the
producer (a) shall reduce his acreage of the
commodity below his farm acreage allotment
within such limits as the Secretary may pre-
scribe, (b) shall specifically designate the
acreage so withdrawn from the production
of such commodity * * * and (c)—
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And here comes discretionary delega-
tion No. 3—
eghall not harvest any crop from, or graze,
the reserve acreage unless the Secretary, after
certication by the governor of the State in
which such acreage is situated of the need
for grazing on such acreage, determines—

That is, the Secretary—
that it is necessary to permit grazing thereon
in order to alleviate damage, hardship, or
suffering caused by severe drought, flood, or
other natural disaster, and consents to such
grazing.

The Secretary of Agriculture and he
alone may decide when damage or hard-
ship may be relieved. How simple it
would have been, Mr. President, to have
written into that paragraph that, in the
case of severe drought, flood, or other
natural disaster, the Secretary shall con-
sent. But instead of that, the Secretary,
and he alone, is the person who must
grant the consent.

When we delegate these powers, Mr.
President, we must remember that the
Secretary is only human. He has only
24 hours in the day, as all the rest of us
have, and most of the work he does must
be delegated to someone else. So no-
body knows who actually will carry on
this discretionary power.

Now we come to No. 4 on the list of
delegations of legislative power, on page
8, beginning on line 6:

In the formulation and administration
of the acreage-reserve program the Secretary
ghall provide adequate safeguards to protect
the interests of tenants and sharecroppers—

That is a wholly laudable objective,
but it is the Secretary who is to protect
the sharecroppers and tenants in the
manner that pleases him—not the Con-
gress. This protection, on line 11,
reads—
and including such provision as may be

necessary to prevent them from being forced
off the farm.

What sort of a program is this? How
can it be enforced? Who is going to
make the determination whether the
tenant or the sharecropper will be forced
off the farm? The Secretary. What are
the factors that go into the shaping of
his decision? They do not appear here.

Now we come to No. 5 on our list; on
the same page 8, beginning in line 13:

The acreage reserve program may include
such terms and conditions, in addition to
those specifically provided for herein, includ-
ing provisions relating to control of noxious
weeds on the reserve acreage, as the Secretary
determines are desirable to effectuate the
purposes of this act.

Nobody but the Secretary can deter-
mine whether the elimination of noxious
weeds shall be desirable and sufficient to
“facilitate the practical administration
of the acreage reserve program.”

Here is No. 6, section 204:

BSEc. 204, For purposes of the acreage re-
serve program the Secretary shall establish
a national reserve acreage goal for the 1956,
1957, 1958, and 1959 crops of wheat, cotton,
corn, rice, flue-cured tobacco, burley tobacco,
and cigar binder tobacco types 51, 52, 54, and
65, respectively.

Who establishes the goal? The Con-
gress? No. The Secretary. Who says
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how many acres in the United States
shall be set aside in the soil bank? The
House? No. The Senate? No. The
Agriculture Committee of the Senate?
No. The Agriculture Committee of the
House? No. The Secretary. He gives
the word. Iiis is the power.

Who tells the farmers of the land what
the goal shall be? The Secretary, and he
alone. <

This is No. 7, on page 9, beginning on
line 1:

The limits within which individual farms
may participate in the acreage reserve pro-
gram shall be established in such manner as
the Secretary determines is reasonably cal-
culated to achieve the national reserve acre=-
age goal and give producers a fair and equi-
table opportunity to participate in the acre-
age reserve program.

Let me repeat:

The limits within which individual farms
may participate in the acreage reserve pro-
gram shall be established in juch manner as
the Secretary determines.

Mr. President, did the constitutional
fathers ever in their dreams imagine
that the time could come when a Con-
gress of the United States would be asked
to give away to a Cabinet officer such
great control over the farmlands of the
United States? They sought to establish
a government of the people, by represent-
atives of the people, and not a bureau-
cratic dictatorship which would extend
to the determination of all the details of
an agricultural program affecting indi-
vidual farms throughout the land.

Here is the eighth instance of legisla-
tive delegation:

COMPENSATION OF PRODUCERS

8ec. 205. (a) Producers shall be compen-
sated for participating in the acreage reserve
program for any commodity through the is-
suance of negotiable certificates which the
Commodity Credit Corporation shall redeem
in accordance with regulations prescribed by
the Secretary—

Does the Congress provide the regu-
lations? No. Of course, I realize that
for 30 years or more Congress, in the
progress of the delegation of its powers,
has been setting up boards and commis-
sions, and has been giving them power
to write. rules and regulations. But
heretofore the Congress has endeavored
to set up standards which would control
the exercise of the discretion of the Ex-
ecutive or of the board or of the Com-
mission. However, we search this bill
in vain to find standards te guide the
diseretion of the Secretary. Instead, he
is given the power—almost in words of
one syllable—to do what? Here is the
ninth instance. I have previously read
this provision; but in order to have it
fall in its consecutive place, I read it
again:

Compensation under this section shall be
at such rate or rates as the Secretary deter=-
mines will provide puroducers with a fair
and reasonable return for reducing their
acreage of the commodity, taking into con-
sideration the loss of production of the com-
modity on the reserve acreage, any savings in
cost which result from not planting the com-
modity on the reserve acreage, and the in-
centive necessary to achieve the reserve
acreage goal.
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THE SECRETARY AND THE INCENTIVES

Mr. President, what does the word “in-
centive” mean, as used in that provision?
It means, it seems to me, that if $1 does
not suffice, the Secretary should try $2;
and if $2 does not suffice, he should try
$5; or perhaps he should fall into the
practice which we see on the television,
these days—in which case we shall have
a $64,000 program or a $100,000 program,
and the Secretary shall see which will be
the best in order to provide the necessary
incentive.

Mr. President, does that seem to be
a wild suggestion on my part? If any
Senator or any other reader of the Con-
GRESSIONAL REecorp thinks so, then I ask
him to turn to page 15 of the bill and
read subsection (e¢) of section 207:

(c) In determining the lands in any area
to be covered by contracts entered into un-
der this section, the Secretary may use adver-
tising and bid procedure if he determines
that such action will contribute to the ef-
fective and equitable administration of the
conservation reserve program.

We set up a huge fund—amounting to
millions of dollars—for the payment of
benefits. We allow the Secretary to fix
the rates; and then we allow him—in
order that he may provide a proper in-
centive to induce farmers to set aside
their lands, to place them in the soil
bank—to resort to advertising and bid-
ding, which means “bid it up, bid it up,
bid it up.”

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wyoming yield at
this point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EEN-
NEDY in the chair). Does the Senator
from Wyoming yield to the Sznator from
Louisiana?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Certainly.

Mr. ELLENDER. The reason for that
provision is——

Mr. O'MAHONEY.
explanation.

Mr. ELLENDER. It was a proposal
submitted by the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
HickenLooPEr], and we heard a special
witness in that regard. The object of the
provision is to get the farmers to bid
their acres in; and the one who bids the
least money to bring about the desired
amount of reduced production will be
permitted to participate in the conserva-
tion reserve. It is not a question of the
farmer getting more money. Instead,
it is a question of the Government get-
ting the reduction with the least amount
of cost.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Then letusamend
this section so as to make sure that the
advertising and bid feature is for the
purpose of getting more acres set aside,
and not for the purpose of having more
money paid. Such an amendment would
be an excellent one to this provision of
the bill.

Mr, ELLENDER. Perhaps the Sena-
tor from Wpyoming will prepare the
amendment, What I have stated is the
purpose of the present provision.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I accept the Sen-
ator’s explanation. Isaysuch anamend-
ment should be written into the bill.

I admit it needs
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Mr. ELLENDER. Furthermore, the
Senator from Wyoming should bear in
mind that the program is entirely
voluntary; there is no compulsion of any
sort or in any manner,

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I realize that.
But it is designed to get land out of pro-
duction, and is designed to authorize the
Secretary to provide the incentives.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Now I come to the
igth instance; it appears on pages 11 and
SUBTITLE B—CONSERVATION RESERVE PROGRAM

TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Sec. 207. (a) To effectuate the
this act the Secretary is hereby aul;m 1?;
enter into contracts for periods of not less
than 3 years with producers determined by
him to have control for the contract period

of the farms covered by the contract wherein
the producer shall agree—

Here is a determination to be made by
the Secretary, under vhe authorization
of the bill, by which he may select by his
own decision the farmers whom he deems
to have control of the land to be covered
in the contracts.

Now we go to the 10th instance, which
appears on page 13; it is subparagraph
(), of section 207 (a)—ocne of the pro-
visions regarding what shall be written
into the contract. I read:

The producer shall agree:

- L ] L] - -

(5) Not to adopt any practice, or divert
lands on the farm from conservation, woods,
pasture, or other use to any use, specified by
the Secretary in the contract as a practice or
use which would tend to defeat the purposes
of the contract.

Any practice specified by the Secretary.
Can delegation of power of Congress go
further?

This is the 12th instance; and, again,
this is to be a part of the producer’s
contract:

(6) To forfeit all rights to further pay-
ments or grants under the contract and re-
fund to the United States all payments or
grants received thereunder upon his viola-
tion of the contract at any stage during the
time he has control of the farm if the Secre-
tary determines that such violation is of such
nature as to warrant termination of the con-
tract, or to make such refunds or accept
such payment adjustments, or forfeit such
price-support benefits, as the Secretary may
deem appropriate if he determines that the
producer’s violation does not warrant termi-
nation of the contract.

Then we come to instance No. 13, on
page 13, beginning in line 20 with sub-
paragraph (7):

(7) To such additional provisions as the
Becretary determines are desirable and in-
cludes in the contract to effectuate the pur-
poses of this act and to facilitate the practi-
cal administration of the conservation-re-
serve program, including provisions relating
to contrel of noxious weeds.

In other words, here we have the pow=-
er granted to the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to determine what additional pro-
visions, not mentioned in the bill, must
go into the contract which the producer
must siegn.

No. 14, beginning in line 3 on page 14,
subparagraph (1) of subsection (b) of
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the same section, addressed to the obli-
gations of the Secretary, reads as
follows:

(b) In return for such agreement by the
producer-the Secretary shall agree:

(1) To bear such part of the cost (includ-
ing labor) of establishing and maintaining
vegetative cover or water storage facllities,
or other soil, water, wildlife, or forest con=-
serving uses, on the designated acreage as
the Secretary determines to be necessary
to effectuate the purposes of this act, but
not to exceed a maximum amount per acre
or facility prescribed by the BSecretary for
the county or area in which the ifarm is
situated;

Additional power and discretion are
conferred upon the Secretary. Congress
passes. The Secretary decides.

Instance No. 15 is subparagraph (2)
of the same subsection. Again it refers
to the rates. Beginning in line 14 on
page 14:

The rate or rates of the annual payment
to be provided for in the contracts shall be
established on such basis as the Secretary
determines will provide producers with a
fair and reasonable annual return.

Surely there is nothing more impor-
tant than fixing the rates, nothing more
clearly a function of Congress, but we
toss it away to the Secretary. Are we
not deliberately breaking down the con-
stitutional separation of powers?

The Secretary determines not only
what the rate or rates shall be, but he
determines what the fair and reasonable
return on the land established in pro-
tective vegetative cover or water storage
facilities shall be.

Instance No. 16, beginning in line 2, on
page 15:

Such rate or rates may be determined on
an individual farm basis, a county or area
basis, or such other basis as the Secrelary
determines will facilitate the practical ad-
ministration of the program.

Under this provision the Secretary
may go from the smallest family-sized
farm to the largest ranch and deal with
them all on an individual basis.

Instance No. 17 in this continuous sur-
render of legislative duty is found be-
ginning in line 6 on page 15:

(¢) In determining the lands in any area
to be covered by contracts entered into under
this section, the Secretary may use adver-
tising and bid procedure if he determines

" that such action will contribute to the effec~
tive and equitable administration of the con-
servation reserve program.

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL-
teEnpER] has already indicated that that
provision may be considered for amend-
ment.

Instance No. 18 is found on page 15,
beginning in line 14:

Whenever the Secretary has reason to be-
lieve that there has been a violation which
would warrant termination of a contract he

shall give the producer written notice there-
of and the producer shall, if he requests such
an opportunity within 30 days after mailing
or serving of such notice, be given an oppor-
tunity to show cause, in a formal or infor-
mal proceeding under regulations promul-
gated by the Secretary, why the contract
should not be terminated. If the Secretary
determines that the contract shall be termi-
nated the producer shall be given written
notice of such determination. If the pro-
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ducer feels aggrieved by such determination,
he may within 90 days after the malling or
service of such notice appeal to the United
States district court, for the district in which
the land covered by the contract is located,
for a determination of the facts in the case
and judicial relief with respect thereto. If
the producer does not request an opportunity
to show cause why the contract should not
be terminated, within such 30-day period, or
appeal from the Secretary’s determination
within such 90-day period, the Secretary's
determination shall be final and conclusive.

I should like to have the opinion of any
lawyer in the Department of Agricul-
ture as to the ability of any producer
to get into court with a justiciable issue,
considering all the discretionary power
proposed to be granted to the Secretary
by this bill.

Instance No. 19 is section 208 (a). It
deals with the establishment of a na-
tional conservation reserve goal:

CONSERVATION RESERVE GOAL

Sec. 208. (a) The Secretary shall not later
than February 1 of each year determine and
announce the national conservation reserve
goal for such year. Such goal shall be that
percentage which the Secretary determines
it is practicable to cover by contracts during
such year of the number of acres, if any, by
which (1) the acreage used for the produc-
tion of agricultural commodities during the
year preceding the year for which such deter-
mination is made, plus any acreage then in
the acreage‘or conservation reserve program
or retired from production as a result of acre-
age allotments or marketing quotas, exceeds
(2) the acreage needed during the year for
which such determination is made for the
production of agricultural commodities for
domestic consumption and export and an
adequate allowance for carry-over. As soon
as practicable after the enactment of this
act the Secretary shall determine the na-
tional conservation acreage goal for 1956.

THE GIGANTIC TASK OF REGIMENTING THE

FARMERS

I do not wonder that the Senator from
Florida [Mr. Hoiranp]l said that the
committee found the task of regiment-
ing the farmers of America so great that
it was unable to devise any formula with
which to do it, and so it sought to estab-
lish a czar.

Why should not Congress determine
what the goal should be each year, and
save the Secretary and his staff all these
decisions? It is within the power of
Congress to do it.

The next instance, No. 20, is found on
page 17, beginning in line 3. It is sub-
section (b) of section 208. It reads as
follows:

(b) In distributing the national acreage
goal among the various States and major
crop production regions, the Secretary shall
give due regard to the respective needs of
the various States and regions for flood con-
trol, drought control, and other conserva-
tion benefits; the desires of producers in
particular States or regions to participate
in the conservation program; the diversion

of acreage from crops under acreage allot-
ments or marketing quotas; and the need
to assure adequate production of agricul-
tural commodities and products not in sur-
plus and to discourage the production of
agricultural commodities and products in
surplus.

I stated that I had begun reading the
bill while listening to the speech of the
able Senator from New Mexico [Mr,
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Awnperson], and that, having covered 18
pages, I had found 20 or more instances
of the delegation of legislative power
to the Executive.

I believe this to be the most expansive
grant of discretionary authority to leg-
islate for the people of America that
has ever been given to any Executive in
this country. Oh, I know that during
the depression,. after the McNary-
Haugen Act had been repeatedly vetoed,
and the prices of farm commodities had
sunk to an all-time low, when farmers
were gathered in many courthouses to
protest the foreclosure of mortgages, and
sometimes threatened to haul the judge
from the bench——

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. THYE. What the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming speaks of in con-
nection with the terrible hardship years
the farmers experienced is what has
caused me to pay as much attention to
farm legislation as I have. During the
early thirties I appraised many farms for
the Federal land bank. At that time
Congress enacted what was known as
the Commissioner's loan. It was en-
acted for the purpose of creating a fund
to be used for second mortgages. It
was realized that land-bank loans must
be conservative, because the laws re-
garding them were so intended. Conse-
quently, there was not sufficient lending
ability available to the Federal land
banks to make all necessary loans.
Therefore, Congress enacted the Com-
missioner’s loan, to create a fund for use
zlas second mortgages to the land-bank

oan.

That saved the farmer. I am fully
acquainted with that situation as I
worked directly under it. In the winter
of 1934, in order to keep ahead of the
sheriffs’ sales, I appraised lands in the
Midwest, when the ground was not only
frozen, but oftentimes covered with sev-
eral inches to a foot or more of snow.

We could determine the value of land
only by knowing the area or by judging
the quality of the grain and hay grown
on it.

Normally, we did not appraise in the
dead of winter in a northern region.
Appraisers want to see the condition of
the ground and determine the depth of
the top soil. However, we had to do it
in the winter in order to keep ahead of
the sheriff’s sales.

I shall never forget that experience.
Therefore, I shall never be a party, in
Congress or in private life, to a program
which will bring about a return to such
disastrous economic conditions in the
farm areas of the Nation.

Because of my experiences, I am com-
pelled to stand here today and urge
continuance of the 90-percent program
until such time as the soil-bank program
can operate and take some of our acre-
age out of cropping, and thus effect a
reduction in the overall surpluses we
are confronted with today.

I wish to commend the Senator from
Wyoming for referring to a time in the
history of our Nation of which all of us
should be constantly reminded. We must,
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be mindful of the fact that we may some
day return to those terrible conditions
if we are not careful.

THE CYNICS AND THE SMALL FARM

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
am glad the Senator from Minnesota has
stated his experience in that connection.

I was in Wyoming in those days. I
had occasion to travel through the State
of Jowa and I remember occasions in that
State when, because of the low price of
milk, milk trucks delivering milk to the
cities were being overturned by the
farmers because the Government had
not done anything to aid the depreciation
of farm prices.

We are facing the same situation to-
day. However, we are facing it when
there are cynics in the land who say
without hesitation that the time has
gone for the family-sized farm and that
agriculture is big business and that we
must let the farmer and his wife and his
children give up the hope of settling
upon a farm.

" The other day I called up the Bureau
of Reclamation to find out if there were
still applications being made for recla-
mation farms. There are. The popu-
larity of farms of limited acreage—8&0
acres, 100 acres, or 120 acres—is indi-
cated by the fact that since 1946 there
have been 49 land openings in the recla-
mation States.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President will the
Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Let me first state
the facts. There were 49 land openings.
Two thousand one hundred and sixty-
seven farm units were available for dis-
tribution. Only 2,167, Mr. President.
In recent days several hundred veterans
have applied for admission to small
farms.

It is only a few years ago since the
close of the war that I stood in a motion
picture theater in the city of Powell,
Wpyo., when the Heart Mountain project
was opened. There were so few small
units for the many veterans who had ap-
plied that the names of the applicants
were written upon small tablets and
poured into a huge glass bowl, 3 feet
in depth and 18 inches in diameter, or
approximately that. That bowl was
turned by hand. Then the Commis-
sioner of Reclamation and the Deputy
Commissioner and the Governor of the
State and the Senator from the State—
which was I—had the opportunity of
drawing those names.

The Commissioner of Reclamation
drew five names. The Deputy Commis-
sioner drew five names. That was 10
so far. The Governor of the State then
drew 3. That was 13. Not a single
name of a citizen of Wyoming had been
drawn up to that moment. Then I was
called upon to draw, and I am happy to
report that I had the good luck to draw
two Wyoming names.

Mr. ELLENDER. Out of three?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Out of three.
What I wish to point out is that the vet-
erans of the country still believe in the
agricultural way of life. However, busi-
ness leaders do not believe that way.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. THYE. I wish to join in the com-
ment that the veterans of America still
desire farms and oftentimes do go into
farming. The only reason I wish to
comment at this point is to call attention
to the fact that when some people speak
of a farm that is too small to be efficient,
it is an idle statement and frequently an
inaccurate one.

I have seen most efficient farmers oper-
ating on 80-acre farms in southern Min-
nesota, I have seen many times farmers
on 80-acre farms prove to be highly ef-
ficient farmers, with an excellent net re-
turn in a year. I have seen such a
farmer able to provide for his children
just as well as a larger operator.

It is utterly impossible to measure
what is a profitable and efficient farm,
and many times all the theories which
may be applied in trying to determine
what is a profitable and efficient farm go
out the window.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Does not the Sen-

ator agree that that question is bound
inevitably to enter into the determina-
tions and decisions of those who will be
in charge of writing the rules and reg-
ulations and in carrying out the soil
bank provision?

Mr. THYE. That is correct. Time
after time I have seen a small family unit
of 80 or even 40 acres, lying among other
farms of 3 or 4 times that size, become
the most efficient and most profitable
farm in returns to the operator. It isa
way of life for the family, The children
attend school, aiding and assisting with
the chores mornings and evenings, and
they are at home during the summer re-
cess and do some of the field work.
When I hear it said that the family farm
is an inefficient unit and it has to be sup-
plemented, it is almost laughable when
practical experience is applied.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Let me read to the
Senator from an editorial published in
the Journal of Commerce.

Mr. J. Roger Wallace was speaking on
Tuesday, February 21, at a luncheon
meeting of the Commodity Club of New
York. The speech was entitled “Whal Is
Wrong With Our Agricultural Policy?"”
Let me read just a few extracts from it:

If agriculture were permitted to become
truly efficient, there would be no place at
all in agriculture for the hundreds of thou-
sands of small, inefficient farmers who at
best can make no more than a miserable
living from the soil.

The political angle is disguised under the
slogans of “agriculture as a way of life”
and “perpetuating the family farm.” Actu-
ally, what is being perpetuated in many in-
stances is no more than farm slums.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. O’'MAHONEY. 1 yield.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, if in this
country we ever reach the time when
there are nothing but large farm units
and farm-management operations, we
will have not only organized farm work-
ers, but we will have what has been
experienced in the pineapple farm oper-
ations in the Hawaiian Islands, where
lands are owned by corporations and the
farms operated by the owners of sugar-
mill companies. In order that the work-
ers could eke out a bare existence, they
were compellec, oftentimes, to go on
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strike to force wages up. If the cor-
poration-type farm ever becomes the
basis of agriculture in this Nation,
that which our forefathers willed us will
be lost to future generations. There
will not be families residing on small
independent farm units across the Na-
tion. There will be great estates, with
overseers, and with small houses for the
field workers to return to at night.
There will be neither opportunity nor
a sense of ownership or initiative given
to the individual who loves the soil and
wants to farm.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. And those who
buy the farms will offset their farm
losses against the huge profits they make
in industry.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wyoming yield?

- Mr. O'MAHONEY. Will the Senator
pardon me just a moment?

Mr. President, instead of reading the
entire statement, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire text as printed in
the New York Journal of Commerce of
Thursday, February 23, 1956, be made a
part of my speech at this point.

I think I made a mistake and referred
to Mr. Wallace as Mr. Rogers. The
name is J. Roger Wallace. In order to
make it clear that he is not the Henry
Wallace who once was Secretary of Agri-
tulture, who did work for the small
farmer and who did originate the theory
of the soil bank, I wish to call attention
to the fact that this Wallace is J. Roger
Wallace.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

FEDERAL (GGOVERNMENT BLAMED FOR CHAOTIC
AGRICULTURAL SITUATION

Incorrect diagnosis by the Federal Govern-
ment of the true nature of the farm problem
is primarily responsible for the present
chaotic agricultural situation. In the mis-
taken belief that artificial elevation of prices
is the solution, the Government has accumu-
lated billions of dollars worth of farm prod-
ucts that cannot be liquidated except at
tremendous loss.

As a result of this misguided emphasis on
prices, the American consumer has been
forced to pay more for practically everything
he buys, both farm products and non-farm
products.

RELIEF FROVES COSTLY

During the past two decades, some 20 bil-
lion of taxpayers’ money have gone down the
drain of farm *relief.” A huge bureaucracy
has been created to administer the various
phases of a succession of bungling farm
programs.

As surpluses have accounted, owing to
the willful destruction of both domestic and
export markets, restrictions have been im-
posed on production of certain ¢rops only
to turn farmers to other crops and resultant
new surpluses.

There is no evading the fact that the Gov-
ernment farm program, as presently con-
ceived, is a complete failure. It was abvious
some 25 years ago, when Washington first
undertook to elevate farm products prices,
that such attempts to nullify the law of
supply and demand could only result in fail-
ure and a chaotic agricultural situation.

PATCHWORK CONTINUING

However Congress still is attempting to
patch up the farm program wreck rather
than junk it. But, nothing can save Ameri-
can agriculture from further chaos except
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abandonment of price controls and restora-
tion of free markets. Even though it may
not be possible to do this in one fell swoop,
we can make a start, with a definite time
goal for the termination of all price supports.

During the early days of the industrial
revolution in England, the displaced workers
mobbed the factories and smashed the ma-
chines, trying to turn the clock back. In
essence, that is what the Government has
been trying to do to the agricultural revo-
lution.

This is implicit in the parity price con-
cept, deliberately set up to ignor the sharp
increases in agricultural productivity and
improved methods of agricultural produc-
tlon that should be benefitting consumers
as well as farmers.

RIDES BOTH MULE, TRACTOR

The Government, with its misguided and
bungling farm policies, is trying at one and
the same time to ride both the mule and the
tractor, with each moving in opposite direc-
tions. Through the application of machin-

ery and scientific methods, agricultural pro- |

ductivity per man-hour has doubled since
prewar and still is rising rapidly.

On highly mechanized farms, the gains in
productivity have been much greater.

Washington, not content with acreage re-
strictions that stifle efiiciency and put pre=
miums on inefficiency, now is talking of put-
ting chains on productivity through rigid
production quotas. This, of course, would
be a deliberate step backward.

One does not have to be particularly cyni-
cal to conclude that the primary objective
of governmental agricultural policy is polit-
ical rather than economic or soclal. If ag-
riculture were permitted to become truly ef-
ficient, there would be no place at all in ag-
riculture for the hundreds of thousands of
small, inefficlent farmers who at best can
make no more than a miserable living from
the sofl.

Although they produce little, they count
heavily in the election returns.

DISGUISED UNDER SLOGANS

The political angle is disguised under the
slogans of “agriculture as a way of life” and
“perpetuating the family farm."” Actually,
what is being perpetuated in many instances
is no more than farm slums. If these people
were to plck up and leave for more gainful
occupations, many politicians would have
no constituents left to vote for them.

There are approximately 5 million farms
in the United States. Of these, 3 million or
60 percent account for only 15 percent or
even less of total farm output. These farms
range in gize fronr a few acres to just under
100 acres.

The average cropland harvested is only 18
acres per farm, altogether too litfle for any
amount of mechanization. Efficient produc-
tion is impossible on these tiny farms.

On these 18 acres, with average yields per-
acre and current prices, a farmer could raise
a cotton crop worth about $1,500 or a wheat
crop worth about $€00 or a corn crop worth
about $750. This Is the gross value of the
average output of these 3 million farms,
assuming that the entire 18 acres were
planted in one of the 3 crops noted.

Actually, some of the 18 acres has to be
planted in food for the family and feed for
animals. Taxes, seed, fertilizer, insecticides,
and so on, have to come out of the few hun-
dred dollars received for sale of crops.

SCANT AID RECEIVED

Production on these farms is so small that
price supports can add very little to family
income. Some of these small farmers sup-
plement their income through part-time jobs
in industry, but this is not an altogether
practical solution owing to transportation
and distance difficulties.
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Actually the Government has done a dis-
service to many of these small farmers by
encouraging them to stay on their farms.
The politicians have done them a disserv-
ice by encouraging them to believe that
Washington somehow can stimulate prices
of farm products sufficiently to make a real
difference in thelr income.

Business has been erying for more workers,
and there is no doubt that the great majority
of these very low-income farm families would
fare better in the business world than by
trying to grub out a bare living from the soil.

TRANSITION POSES PROBLEMS

There are numerous problems involved in
such a transition, but many farmers already
have solved them as indicated by the de-
clines in farm population during the past
20 years or so. Some governmental assist-
ance might be needed. This is too much of
a problem for the Department of Agriculture
alone.

The solution probably would require the
joint efforts of three governmental Depart-
ments, Agriculture, Labor, and Commerce.

The soil-bank plan might be used to pay
farmers for taking these numerous small,
inefficient farms out of production, although
it probably would be much cheaper for the
Government to buy these farms outright
than to pay rent on them for a prolonged
period.

LARGER FARMS NEEDED

There is no particular merit in bigness
itself, but it is a fact that a farm has to be
rather big today to warrant the necessary
mechanization to make it efficlent. The
gasoline engine and rural electrification have
altered the pattern of agricultural production
just as mmuch as James Watt’s steam engine
altered the pattern of industrial production.

The trend is definitely toward larger farms
where the use of large mechanized equip-
ment is practicable.

Agricultural economists state that, for
maximum efficlency under present-day best
farm practices, the size of a farm should
range from 600 acres to 3,000 acres.

The 1850 census showed 304,000 farms
ranging from 500 acres to over 1,000 acres.
These represented only 5.7 percent of the
total number of all farms at that time, but
accounted for over 50 percent of all farm-
land and 30 percent of cropland harvested.

There are some 2 million medium and
large scale farm operators whose farms
raifge from 100 acres to over 1,000 acres.
Representing 40 percent of all farmers, they
account for 85 percent or more of total crop-
land harvested and contribute correspond-
ingly to total farm output.

The average cropland harvested per farm
is between 125 and 150 acres, as compared
with only 18 acres for the 3 million small
farms.

BURDENED WITH CURBS

Many of these medium and large farms
are not able to operate at maximum effi-
ciency since they are burdened with restric-
tions in the form of Government acreage
allotments.

Price supports and restrictions on produc-
tion go hand in hand, of course. The ma-
jority of these farmers are equipped to pro-
duce profitably at prices well below current
levels for the price-supported crops, and they
are irked at acreage controls. They need no
price supports.

Undoubtedly, these 2 million farms can
produce all the farm products needed for
domestic consumption plus export reguire-
ments., Increased eficiency should result in
lower production costs and lower prices for
consumers.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I now yield to the
Senator from Vermont.
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Mr. ATKEN. I wonder if the Senator
is familiar with this little book which
is entitled “Full Prosperity for Agricul-
ture,” which is published at 1001 Con-
necticut Avenue by the Conference on
Economic Progress.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I must confess to
the Senator from Vermont that I have
been so busy reading the bill which came
from the committee that I have not had
the time to read Mr. Keyserling’s booklet.
I have it, but I have not had an oppor-
tunity to read it.

Mr., AIKEN, It is a very complete
work of the National Commitiee of the
Conference on Economic Progress.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, Let me say to the
Senator that the author of that booklet,
in whom I have a good deal of confi-
dence, is not yet the czar of agriculture,
as the present Secretary of Agriculture
will be made if this bill shall pass.

Mr. AIKEN. This is the first time I
have known that Mr. Keyserling wrote
this book. It was sent to me by Mr.
James Patton, president of the National
Farmers Union.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am looking
across the aisle to the Senator. He may
not have in hand the book which I
thought he had.

Mr. ATKEN. It is the same one, I am
sure.

Mr. O'MAHONEY.
is on it.

Mr., ATKEN. Does the Senator agree
with the proposal—and I am referring
now to page 99 of the book—that it would
require “the exodus from the farm pop-
ulation of about 2 million people by
1960” to lift the standard of living of the
farmers?

In other words, does the Senator agree
with Mr. Keyserling—and I am glad to
know who wrote this book—that we
should liquidate about 950,000 -of the
smallest farms in the United States
within the next 4 years as proposed
on page 108 of the book?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Idonotagree with
any proposal to liquidate any of the
farmers of America.

Mr. ATKEN. The book is sponsored
by a very distinguished group, including
Mr. Keyserling, Mr. Patton, Mr. Reuther,
and Mr. M, W. Thatcher,

Mr. O'MAHONEY. They are distin-
guished gentlemen, but I speak for my-
self.

Mr. ATKEN. This is quite an interest-
ing book, and I commend it to the Sena-
tor's reading. [Laughter.]

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I shall tell Mr.
Keyserling that the Senator from Ver-
mont has endorsed his book upon the
floor of the Senate. [Laughter,]

Mr. AIKEN. I have not met anyone
who knew the authorship until now.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr, President, I
wish to add a few more points for the
record. :

Early last week the Secretary of Agri-
culture was testifying before the Joint
Committee on the Economic Report. I
was a member of that committee, and it
was a very interesting session.

BECRETARY BENSON’S LETTER

The Secretary answered fully and
frankly the questions propounded to him

If it is, the name



1956

by members of the committee. Later,
on the floor of the Senate; I told the
Senate what some of the questions were
which I had requested the Secretary to
answer, regarding what he felt about
some of the issues. I have in my hand
Secretary Benson’s letter of March 1,
1956, responding to some of the ques-
tions which were raised at the hearing
and which were mentioned by me on the
floor of the Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter may be printed in
the Recorp at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, March 1, 1956.
Hon. JosepH C. O'MAHONEY,
) United States Senate.

DeAR SENATOR O'ManONEY: In the hearing
on February 28 before the Joint Committee
on the Economic Report and again that same
day on the floor of the Senate, you requested
certain information from me.

One item was mentioned by you on page
3459 of the CONGRESSIONAL REcORD: “I re-
quested Secretary Benson to have prepared
an amendment which would prevent abuse
of the sale of our surplus food commodities
in Russia.”

As Benator AmxeEw responded, such an
amendment was offered in his bill, 8. 2049,
The amendment appears on page 20, lines 8
ant 9 of that bill, and reads as follows:

“Section 304 of Public Law 480, 83d Con-
gress (68 Stat. 454), is hereby repealed.”

The enactment of this amendment would
permit CCC-owned agricultural commodities
to be used In barter transactions with other
than friendly countries,

The other item you requested appears on
page 3460 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD:

“The other guestion I asked the Secretary
of Agriculture was this: Inasmuch as the
President has expressed sympathy toward the
family-sized farm, would the Secretary con-
sider an amendment to the bill which would
provide that the full 90-percent supports
would be extended to the production from
family-sized farms, farms operated by fami-
les, and that the flexible supports should
be confined solely to corporate farms and
farms of a thousand acres or more?”

First of all, the President’s intent was not
identical with the objective you have indi-
cated. The President said:

“The average size of farms in American
agriculture, as measured by capital or by
acres, has rapidly increased. To the degree
that this trend is associated with the devel-
opment of more economic and more efficient
farm units it is in the interest of farm
families and of the Nation. To the degree,
however, that it has resulted in the removal
of risk for large farm businesses by reasons
of price supports, it is much less wholesome
and constitutes a threat to the traditional
family farm.

“Under the price support machinery as it
has been functioning, price support loans of
tremendous size have cccasionally occurred.
It is not sound Government policy to under-
write at public expense such formidable ecom-
petition with family-operated farms, which
are the bulwark of our agriculture.

“I ask the Congress to consider placing
a dollar limit on the size of price-support
loans to any one individual or farming unit.
The limit should be sufficiently high to give
full protection to efficiently operated family
farms."

Various bills have been offered which have
the objective mentioned in your question.
Among them are S. 2776 and S. 3027. Each of
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these bills is addressed to the objective in-
dicated by your gquestion.

The Department of Agriculture has un-
dertaken thorough study of the approach
embodied in these bills. The National Agri-
cultural Advisory Commission studied the
problem and advised against this approach
for the following reasons:

1. Providing price supports for family
farms at a high and rigid level would result
in giving effective support for the entire
crop at that level, since by far most of
our farmy products are produced on family
farms. The family farms would hold & price
umbrella for the other farms.

2. The purpose of the legislation could be
defeated, in part, by producers which would
divide a large farm from a legalistic stand-
point but preserve it as an operating unit.

3. Inefficlency would be encouraged and
perpetuated by subsidizing farm units of
uneconomic size.

Two years ago Senator DworsHAr invited
our comments on a proposal of the type you
mention. We advised against this approach,
as Indicated in the attached copy of a letter
to Senator AIKEN.

As Senator THYE indicated in his colloquy
with you, legislation of the type you have
in mind has been before the Senate Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

If I can be of further assistance, please do
not hesltate to call on me. The need for
prompt enactment of the administration’s
farm proposals is urgent. The President
sald: “I urge the Congress to pass this pro-
gram with maximum speed.”

Sincerely yours,
E. T. BENsON,
Secretary.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, in
addition to that, I made request of the
Secretary of Agriculture for some infor-
mation with respect to the number of
farms by tenure of operator in the
United States. This morning, at my
office, with a memorandum dated March
2, I found two tables relating to farm
tenaney and farm employment. I ask
unanimous consent that the memoran-
dum and the tables be printed at length
in the RECORD.

First, however, I wish to eall atten-
tion to 1 or 2 of the very interesting
figures which appear.

All the farm operators in the United
States in 1900 numbered 5,737,000.
There was a rather general increase,
which was impeded a little in 1925 and
1930, but continued until 1935. The
period between 1925 and 1930 was the
time of the agricultural depression, when
farmers were leaving the farms.

The year 1935 was after some relief
legislation had been passed. The number
of farms in 1935 was 6,812,000, accord-
ing to the table sent to me by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture. That was the high
point. From that time onward, the de-
cline has been continuous.

In 1954, there were 4,782,000 farms.

In a table showing the percentage of
distribution, I find these very interesting
facts:

In 1900, the number of part owners
was 7.9 percent of the total number of
owners. In 1910, the percentage of part
owners increased to 9.3 percent. In 1920
and 1925, the number was static at 8.7
percent. In 1930, the number of part
owners rose to 10.4 percent. In 1935 and
1940, the number was static at 10.1 per-
cent. In 1945, the number of part owners
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was 11.3 percent of the total number of
owners. In 1950, it was 15.3 percent. In
1954, it was 17.9 percent.

Those are the figures which I have re-
ceived from the Secretary of Agriculture.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr, ELLENDER. Would the Senator
state what is meant by “part owners"?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Part owners are
those who are not the full operators.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does that mean
ownership by the operator?

Mr. OMAHONEY. Yes. The listings
are “owners,” “full owners,” “part own-
ers,” “managers,” and “tenants.”

The number of family workers has
been declining steadily.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President will the
Senator yield for a question? g

Mr, O'MAHONEY. I yield. .

Mr. AIKEN. Has not the percentage
of tenants dropped?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes, the percent-
age of tenants has dropped.

Mr, AIKEN. I wonder if the Senator
would read the figures as to tenants.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. In 1900 the per-
centage of tenants was 35.3; in 1954 it
was 24.4 percent. That was because of
the decrease in the number of farms,
and because wealthier persons are buy-
ing small farms to make larger farms.
They are buying the land of the family-
size farms from farmers who cannot
subsist upon low prices and who are,
therefore, being driven from the farms.

Mr. ATKEN. Does the Senator have
the fizure of the percentage of tenants
in 1950, for instance?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes. In 1940 it was
38.7 percent.

Mr. ATKEN. There has been quite a
drop.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes, there has
been quite a drop. The number of fam-
ily workers also has dropped. In 1940,
for example, the number of family work-
ers on the farms were 8,300,000.

In 1955, the number was 6,341,000.

The number of hired workers has
dropped also because of the coming of
the machines,

The farm problem with which we are
dealing is the farm problem which has
been brought about by mechanized
farming and by the increasing amount
of production on the larger farms.

I have no doubt that is why the senior
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Lan-
Ger], the junior Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Younc], the senior Senator
from Utah [Mr. WATKINS], and the sen-
ior Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
TrYE], together with other Senators,
have been suggesting the adoption of
an amendment by which the payment
would be scaled down as the farm size
increases,

SAVE THE FAMILY FARM

The corporate farm and the large farm
with huge production do not need the
support which the family-sized farm
needs. In my opinion, from the facts
which have been developed in the de-
bate so far, the conclusion is clear that,
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unless we want to see more family farms
abandoned and sold out, we had better

support the 90-percent-of-parity pro-.

visions of the bill reported by the com=-

mittee, whatever we may do with the:

soil-bank proposal, which I think ought
to be eliminated, because I think it needs
more study. I think it was proposed in
1956 because there was a realization that
there is a farm problem in the United
States which has not been solved.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr., O'MAHONEY, I yield.

Mr, YOUNG. The lowering of price

supports certainly would accelerate the-

liquidation of smaller farmers, would it
not?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I think there is no
doubt about that.

Mr. YOUNG. I was impressed by the
testimony of one of the witnesses at the
hearings in Louisiana. I think he de-
scribed the farm situation about as well
as any of the many witnesses we heard
throughout the country. He said that
when the smaller cotton farmer of the
South goes out of business, the bigger
operator comes along and takes over the
same farm. He produces much more per
acre than the smaller farmer did; and
thereby helps to create even larger sur-
pluses.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. There is no doubt
about that. Not only is that true, but
the large operator creates surpluses in
other commodities.

There is a greater surplus of cattle in
the country today than at any other
time. The cattle population of the
United States today is so large that there
is 1 head for about every 1'% persons in
the entire population.

Mr. YOUNG. The Senator is familiar
with agriculture in the Great Plains area.
Does he not agree that as the number of
large farms increases, and the smaller
farms are disappearing, the small towns
and cities are affected? If the trend
toward bigger farms by the biz farm
operators continues, the little towns and
cities will soon cease to exist.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The small-busi-
ness men will be injured; small banks
will be closed; the support for rural
schools will be reduced. Unmeasured
damage will be done to the social system
which now exists.

I think the question of ereating a soil
bank by the provisions of this bill, should
be treated with much greater considera-
tion than has been given to it to date by
either the Department of Agriculture or
the Committee on Agriculture and Fores-
try. Isay that without in any degree dis-
counting the amount of work which the
committee, under the chairmanship of
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Er-
LENDER] has done. I compliment him
highly for the time he has spent in trav-
eling all over the country and in getting
the information from the people in the
various States.

It is unquestioned that the famlly
sized farm is disappearing, and that the
industrial leaders want the family sized
farms to disappear. When they shall
have disappeared, the land will be taken
over by the big mechanized farmers.

It is clear that the President in his
agriculture message to Congress de-
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clared his sympathy with the family
sized farm. But if it had not been for
the action of the committee in reporting
a bill providing for 90-percent supports,
there would be nothing in the bill which
would help the small farmer.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con--

sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp the two tables to which I have re=
ferred and the accompanying memo-
randum from Mr. Koenig.

There being no objection, the material

was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT

March 2, 1956.
Hon. JosepH C. O'MAHONEY,
United States Senate.

- Dear SenNATOR O'MaHONEY: Attached are
two tables relating to farm tenancy and
farm employment. Assistant Secretary Butzs
asked me to have these tables prepared and
send them to you in response to the request
which you made of him earlier this week at
the hearing before the Joint Committee on
the Economic Report.

Sincerely,

as follows: NATHAN EOENIG.
Number of farms by tenure of operator
Number of farms (thousands)
Tenure of operator
L 1900 1910 1920 1925 1830 1935 1940 1045 1950 1954
OWRBLE. - 4 oo scisan 3,053 | 3,040| 8,025 | 3,868 | 30508 | 3,800 | 3600| 3062| 05| 3504
Full owners. . ov-c-accaas 3,202 | 3,356 | 3,307 | 3,313 | 2,912 | 3,210 3,084 | 3,801 | 3,090 2,737
Part OWNers. aceesmnen- 451 504 559 55 657 689 6156 661 825 857
M: 50 58 68 41 5t 48 36 89 24 2
Tenants 2,025 | 2,356 | 2,456 | 2,463 | 2,664 | 2,866 | 2,361 | 1,858 | 1,444 1, 168
All farm operators..... 5,787 | 5.362' 6, 448 ' 6,372 | 6,280 | 6,812 6,007 | 5859 | 5382 4,782
Percent d.jst-rl-l".\utiun
OIS . o e e e i e 60.9 60.7 56.7 l 57.2 60,7 67.6 2.7 75.2
Full owners 62.2 52.0 46.3 47.1 50.6° 56.3 | 57.4 57.8
Part owners. 8.7 8.7 10. 4 10.1 10.1 11.3 15.3 179
Manngers. ... 1.1 o A ] =y i Y !
L b Rt SR R T 38.1 38.6 | - 42.4 42.1 8.7 a7 2.8 244
Al farm operators......- | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 100
Source: Agrieultural Marketing S8ervice. Compiled from reports of the Census of Agriculture. Detail will not
necessarily add to totals because of rounding.
Farm employment: Annual averagjs and indexes of fotal, family and hired, employment,
nited States, 1910-55
Total employment Family workers Hired workers
Year
Average Tnd Average Average
number of |0 10985, | number of |, 10985, | ymber of |, Index,
persons 191014 =100, persons 1910-14=100| persons 1910-14=100
Thousands Thousands Thousands
13, 555 100 10,174 100 3,881 100
13, 539 100 10, 169 100 3,370 09
13, 559 100 10, 162 100 3,397 100
13, 572 100 10,158 100 3,414 100
13, 580 100 10, 147 100 3,433 101
13, 592 100 10, 140 100 3,462 102
13, 632 101 10, 144 100 3,488 103
13, 568 100 10,121 100 3,447 101
13, 301 99 10, 053 4 3,338 a8
13, 243 98 9, 968 o8 3,275 96
13,472 9 10,041 99 3,301 100
13, 308 90 10, 001 o8 3,307 100
13, 837 98 9, 986 o8 3,401 100
13,162 7 9, 70% a5 3, 364 99
3, 031 96 705 96 3,326 a8
13, 036 96 8, 715 05 3, 821 98
12,976 06 9, 528 94 3, 450 102
12, 642 93 9,278 o 8, 804 99
12, 6O1 ™ 9,340 02 3, 351 9
12,763 ™ 9, 360 2 3, 403 100
12,407 92 9, 307 92 3,1%0 o
12,745 94 0, 642 95 3,103 a1
12, 816 95 9, 922 98 2,80 85
12, 739 94 0, 874 o 2, 865 B4
12,627 9% 0, 765 96 2, 862 84
12,733 04 9, 855 o7 2,878 85
12,331 a1 9, 350 o2 2, 981 88
11,978 + B8 9, 054 80 2,924 BE
R e e 11, 622 86 8, 815 87 2,807 83
1039 11,338 84 8,611 85 2,797 80
1840, 10, 970 81 8, 800 82 2,679 79
1041 S i 10, 669 70 8,017 79 2, 652 78
1042 10, 504 7 , 040 78 2, 555 75
1943, H e, T Y 10, 446 77 8,010 9 2,436 72
1044 10,219 75 7, 988 70 2,231 66
1045 1 10, 000 74 7,881 78 2,119 62
1046 . s 10, 2956 « 76 8, 106 0 2,189 (it}
1047 = 10, 382 i 8,115 80 a, 27 67
1048 .. = = 10, 363 76 B, 026 79 2,337 69
1948 9, 064 3 .72 6 2, 252 66
1950, 9,342 69 7,252 71 2, 080 61
1951 ... 8, 085 66 097 69 1,988 58
1062 3= © B, 660 64 6, 748 i 1,021 57
1953 8, 580 63 6, 645 65 1, 935 7
1954 8, 451 62 6, 521 64 1, 930 57
1055 B, 237 61 341 62 1, 866 ]
Source; U, 8. Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service.
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OF THE RURAL ELECTRIFICATION
ADMINISTRATION

Mr, THYE. Mr. President, ever since
the establishment of the Rural Electrifi-
cation Administration as an integral part
of the Department of Agriculture, there
has been genuine bipartisan support for
its program. We are all aware of the
great achievements of REA. No one
knows better than I that the electrifica-
tion of the Nation’s farms is one of the
greatest benefits that has come to the
rural home. It has provided a modern
home attractive to the farm youth. But
above all, it has given the farm family
the element of safety and added security
by eliminating the kerosene lamp.

It is because of the bipartisan support
for REA in the past that I am deeply dis-
turbed and shocked by an apparent at-
tempt to discredit the REA and its pres-
ent Administrator, Ancher Nelsen. Iam
convinced that the attack is political,
and sponsored by a certain organization
not directly connected with the REA, but
in a position to influence consumers of
electric cooperatives who benefit from
the progress made by REA.

I feel that the record should be
straightened out before it becomes dis-
torted any further. I was gratified that
my distinguished colleagues from South
Dakota revealed the truth about certain
statements attributed to Ancher Nelsen
at a meeting in St. Louis on January 8,
1956, where some of their constituents
were present. Their clear and pointed
statements, plus the letters from their
constituents, formed an effective rebuttal
to the charges made by a reporter of a
Nashville, Tenn., paper on January 29,
19566.

I regret that the distinguished senior
Senator from Montana saw fit to insert
that article in the REcorp without verify-
ing the facts as reported.

The charge was made that Ancher
Nelsen, at a meeting of the National
Rural Electric Cooperative Association in
St. Louis in January, forced his way into
a meeting of the resolutions committee,
and that he then proceeded to threaten
that if they did not cooperate fully with
him they would have a difficult time get-
ting loans from REA.

This charge is pure politics, and sub-
mitted for purely political purposes. I
have read letters from those present at
the meeting in question. They read the
newspaper account and found it to be so
distorted and false that they took it upon
themselves to report the true facts.

It is most regrettable that a member
of the press, who is charged with re-
porting the facts accurately, would use
this great medium of communication in
such a fashion. It is also regrettable
that any organization would reprint
thousands of copies of the article, know-
ing it to be false, and circulate it na-
tionally. This not only performs a dis-
service to those who are conscientiously
administering the REA program, but it
does a grave disservice to the patrons of
REA and to the American publie.

These two charges—the newspaper
charge and the verbal charges in Min-
nesota—do not stand up in the light of
the facts.
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ANCHER NELSEN, ADMINISTRATOR

- T happen to know Ancher Nelsen, REA
Administrator, very well. He is one of

Minnesota’s most distinguished citizens.
He happens to be a farmer from Hutchin-

son, Minn. He knows what telephones
and electricity have meant to the Ameri-
can farmer.
when the kerosene lamp and the wood
stove furnished the light and warmth for
every American farm home.

He served for many years in the Min-
nesota State Senate. While in that ca-
pacity he played a prominent part in
drafting legislation designed to assist our
rural population and the rural coopera-
tives in Minnesota.

Ancher Nelsen was Lieutenant Gover-
nor of Minnesota before he came %o
Washington in the spring of 1953. He
is a man of real dedication to duty.
Ancher Nelsen has never in his career
used strong-arm tacties or threats. I
worked closely with him when I served as
Governor of Minnesota and while he was
a State senator. I am in a position to
vouch for his integrity and his honesty.
However, many of my colleagues are not
as well acquainted with him as I. Be-
cause of that I am going to briefly give
them the facts concerning the progress
of REA under his leadership.

These facts are well known to all, in-
cluding those who have launched this
political attack upon him.

First. Between July 1, 1953, and July 1,
1955, REA borrowers connected an addi-
tional 133,000 farms. These farms were
getting electricity for the first time. It
should be pointed out that the best areas
of this Nation’s farms received the bene~
fits of REA’s program inthe peried before
Ancher Nelsen became Administrator.
He is now picking up the loose ends of
isolated areas.

This fact makes the accomplishments
which have been mentioned even more
important, because it must be remem-
bered that the areas which have been
alluded to have been passed over many
times as questionable areas, because of
doubt as to whether there would be
enough subscribers to make a loan pos-
sible. It is for that reason that any
loans made now would be to areas on the
fringe or edge of those eligible, which
have besn passed over.

Second. During the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1955, REA made 349 electrifica-
tion loans, totaling $167.5 million. Dges
this reflect an insidious attack upon the
REA loan program?

Third. REA loans for 1952 totaled
$165.7 million; for 1953 the figure was
$165 million; for 1954, $167 million. Does
this indicate that the REA program is
being stifled?

Fourth. Because of REA assistance to
cooperatives in working out power con-
tracts, the cost of wholesale power has
been reduced from 1 cent in 1941 to 7.4
mills in 1955. Can it be said that this
saving of millions of dollars indicates the
administration’s lack of interest in rural
electrification?

Fifth. In 1951, farmers on REA fi-
nanced lines paid 3.6 cents a kilowatt-
hour at retail for their electricity. In
‘1955 they paid 3 cents per kilowatt-hour.
That is the lowest figure in history.

Sixth. In fiscal 1955, REA made loans
for generating plants and transmission

He remembers the day
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systems in the amount of $41 million.
This will provide 10 new generating units
il.jgd about 1,700 miles of transmission

e.

Seventh. The amount of money on
loan to REA borrowers at the present
time is $3.1 billion. The 1,026 borrowers
serve over 4 million customers.

Eighth, At the end of the 1955 fiscal
year, the backlog of electrification loans
amounted to $97 million, the lowest since
1945. When Ancher Nelsen took office
this backlog totaled $220 million.

Ninth. The amount of unadvanced
funds for REA borrowers at the end of
1955 came to $448 million. This repre-
sents money which has been loaned, but
which borrowers do not yet need.

Tenth. REA has long had a contin-
gency fund available, Prior to this ad-
ministration, it was used but once. In
fiscal 1954, $39 million was used from
the reserve; in fiscal 1955, $35 million
was used. Deoes this show a reluctance
to finance rural-electrification systems?
Of course it does not, Mr. President.

Eleventh. REA regularly conducts a
survey of its borrowers, asking them to
specify the loan needs in the year ahead.
This provides the basis for the annual
budget request for loan funds, For
fisecal 1957, REA estimates such bor-
rowers’ loan needs at $185 million, which
will be met in full on the basis of the
budeget now before Congress. This is
the highest since 1951.
© Twelfth. Approximately 756 REA bor-
rowers have made payments in advance
of due date on their loans, in the amount
of $91 million.

The points I have just covered go to
the heart of the rural-electrification pro-
gram. It is obvious, when one looks af
the facts, that the charges I have re-
ferred to.are false and are intended to
mislead the public. I, for one, will
never play politics with the REA pro-
gram. I hope that those who are at-
tacking the program without presenting
facts will consider the harm they can
do to the many consumers and patrons
of REA. These false charges serve to
undermine public confidence in the REA
program, and this must not happen for
the good of REA. Rather than con-
demn Ancher Nelsen and the REA pro-
gram, these crities would do better by
coming out in the open and offering to
cooperate and assist in the bipartisan
spirit which should prevail—as it always
has, up to now—in this great program.
The record shows that Ancher Nelsen
and his department are doing an effec-
tive and outstanding job.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
CARLSON TOMORROW

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, immediate-
1y following the conclusion of the re-
marks of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. TaYE], who has been granted
unanimous consent to address the Sen-
ate immediately after the conclusion of
morning business tomorrow. the Sena-
tor from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] be rec-
ognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
‘is so ordered.
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WITHDRAWALS OF PUBLIC LANDS
FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES IN THE 11
WESTERN PUBLIC LAND STATES

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, as one
of the 11 public land States, my State
of Nevada has been subjected to land
withdrawals for public purposes over
the last half century. During the past
15 years, large withdrawals have been
made by the armed services, for use in
the training of military personnel. The
more than 60 million acres of unappro-
priated and unreserved public land, and,
in addition, the approximately 5 million
acres of forest-reserve land, have been
completely utilized by the residents of
Nevada for almost a century.

NEVADANS MAKE EFFICIENT USE OF PUBLIC LANDS

~ Mr. President, in our State, the live-
stock interests, the mining interests, and,
more recently, the developing industries,
are making very efficient use of this en-
tire acreage.

Probably very few persons, except the
folks in the livestock country, the pub-
lic land area—realize what the livestock
units are based upon. There are three
parts to a livestock unit. The first is
the home range, where there is enough
water for irrigation, so that the feed,
the hay, the grain—whetever is neces-
sary to winter the stock—can be raised.

Then there are the water rights for
irrigation and stock watering. They are
water rights on the range as filed under
State law over a period of nearly a cen-
tury in time. If not filed in the early
days they have been adjudicated so that
the time of use was established.

HAY VITAL TO LIVESTOCK INDUSTRY

Then there is the public range—
where, for example, at the mouth of a
canyon there may be enough water to
irrigate, let us say, 100 acres. In the
case of ordinary hay—prairie hay, it is
called in the Midwest—probably any-
where from three-quarters of a ton to
1l5 tons per acre would be harvested.
For the purpose of this debate, let us
say that 1 ton is harvested to the acre.
With 100 acres, that would amount to
100 tons of hay.

In an area north of Ely, Nev., or To-
nopah, Nev., which is a little south of
the central part of the State, the general
estimate—in order to be safe with a
herd of cattle for the average winter—
would be a ton of hay per cow and calf.
Sometimes during an open winter that
much hay is not used. Butin that event,
the extra amount is saved, so that dur-
ing a hard winter—which can require
two tons per unit—there will be suffi-
cient hay. If the stockmen do not have
enough hay, they lose the cattle. The
cattle are run on the open range. That
has been the practice for almost a cen-
tury. The water rights have been filed
on the springs and the small stock wa-
tering places throughout the open range,
under State law; and the water rights
have been filed and adjudicated, for the
most part, on the stream or streams that
furnish the water for irrigation.

FEED ON PUBLIC RANGE HARVESTED ONLY

THROUGH THE LIVESTOCK

So those three parts are necessary for
a livestock unit, whether for cattle or
for sheep, That is the only way the
feed on the public range can be har-
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vested—namely, through the livestock.
Over that period of time the ranchers
have worked it out.

Mr, President, there are approximate=
1y 110,000 square miles in the State of
Nevada—or approximately 70,600,000
acres. Approximately 60 million acres
of it are unappropriated and unreserved.
WORLD WAR II BROUGHT SHRINKAGE OF PUBLIC

RANGE WITH LITTLE OBJECTION

During World War II, an area of ap-
proximately 90 miles by 100 miles in size
was withdrawn for a bombing range near
Tonopah, Nev. The Tonopah Airbase
was established. No one thought very
much about it; certainly there was not
very much objection. Only the stock
raisers and miners in the area objected.
But that was during wartime, and no
one took that withdrawal very seriously.
The Government was supposed to com-
pensate the property owners; and I think
that in the main that was done. There
is still considerable argument about it,
but that is something that a court can
always settle.

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION AFFECTS SECOND
HUGE WITHDRAWAL

Then, following the war, the Atomic
Energy Commission occupied a large
part of the public land area—part of it
already appropriated—in this square of
90 miles by 100 miles. All of us are
familiar with the newspaper reports
about the bombing range for the atomic
energy bombs. That area is being com-
pletely utilized.

NAVY DEPARTMENT ACQU‘IR!E. NEVADA AREA

Then, Mr. President, considerably
later, the Navy Air Corps came to Fal-
lon, Nev., and withdrew several areas
for their operations. That included the
purchase of privately-owned tracts of
land. All that was with the consent of
the people in the area, and presumably
all of the land was to be used for a good
purpose.

Then a large area was withdrawn in
the Black Rock Desert, in the northern

part of Nevada, for an additional large

bombing range.

Mr. President, all of us know that the
faster the jet planes fly, the larger the
bombing areas they require. When they
were flying only 250 or 300 miles an
hour, that was one thing. Now they are
going 4 or 5 hundred miles an hour, and
looking forward to supersonic speed. As
they speed up, they need more land.

NAVY SEEKS ADDITIONAL PUBLIC LANDS

Recently a request was made by the
Navy for additional lands bordering
upon the Black Rock Desert, located in
the northern part of our State, the
northern part of Washoe, Pershing, and
Humboldt Counties.

There is a reason for the large areas
of public land. Eighty-seven percent of
the land in the State of Nevada is public
land. There is reason for large areas
of public lands in the other western
public land States. There is a small
amount of public land in the Dakotas,
but not very much, not enough to cause
very much of a problem. Nevada has
the largest percentage of public land.
The reason for such large areas of pub-
lic land is the lower rainfall, There has
never been any public land in that area
which would fit into the program of
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placing it in private ownership and put-
ting it on the tax rolls,

EARLY LAND-SETTLEMENT ACTS HIGHLIGHTED

About 100 years ago the Homestead
Act was passed. Previous to that, the
Predemption Act was passed, about 140
years ago. Those acts were calculated
to put lands into private ownership, and
therefore on the tax roll.

The program started with the Home-
stead Act, in the corn land States of
Iowa and Indiana, immediately after the
Civil War, and moved from there west.
One hundred and sixty acres of land
was given in return for a filing fee of
$16. That situation lasted until the pro-
gram got out into western Kansas, Ne-
braska, and Oklahoma. The rainfall was
much lighter in the western part of
Kansas, the State of the present Pre-
siding Officer [Mr. CarLsoN]. One hun-
dred and sixty acres was not enough for
a farmer or a rancher to make a living.
There used to be a sort of joke in this
connection. The homesteaders would
tell each other that the Government was
betting 160 acres against $16 that they
could not make a go of it, and the Gov-
ernment began to win all the bets,

HOMESTEAD ACREAGE EXPANDED

So the Congress enacted what was
called an additional Homestead Act,
providing for 160 additional acres. That
made 320 acres that could be taken up.
That program lasted through western
Kansas and into the short-grass coun-
try in Colorado. When it reached the
mesas, 320 acres was not enough. Then
there was enacted the Grazing Home-
stead Act. Under certain conditions an
additional section of land could be ac-
quired. Making a total of 960 acres,
which would take the homesteaders
across the short-grass country into a
part of what was called the great Amer-
ican desert of Utah, Nevada, and other
intermountain States.

SENATOR RECALLS PUBLIC LAND SURVEY
EXPERIENCE

No further attempt was made to pass
a public lands bill, so that the people
utilizing the land could take up enough
land to make a living, I have spent a
great deal of time on those ranges. As
‘early as 1911 I was on public land sur-
veys in my State of Nevada, and begin-
ning in 1914 I carried a transit over a
good part of it. We were sleeping out
on the desert. No one thought very
much about it. We were surveying that
land.

In the 1850’s—that is a long time ago—
people started coming into Nevada, par-
ticularly into the Virginia City area.
They needed food, and feed for live-
stock. The ranchers began to do well,
and they began to take up the land, as
I have previously described.

PIONEER RANCHERS DEVELOPED COOPERATIVE
UNDERSTANDINGS

In the canyons where there was enough

-water for a small ranch, the cattle would

1use the unappropriated range, the open
range; and as more people came in, there
began to be cooperative understandings
with respect to the ridges, the canyons,
and the valleys.

A man who had a hundred head of
cattle would pasture them on a certain
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area of the- lands. Another rancher
might have 150 head, or 25. In any
event, there was a very amicable ar-
rangement, until the range began to be
overappropriated.

WATER RIGHTS PROTECTED

The State of Nevada then entered the
picture, and passed a stock water law.
1 shall make it a part of the RECORD
later. It was provided that when any-
one filed an appropriation for stock
water on a range, the State engineer
could refuse the application if the range
was already substantially utilized under
a subsisting right. All this was done un-
der the police power of the State. The
Supreme Court of Nevada held it to be

constitutional. I have no doubt that it
is constitutional. Certainly it worked
very well.

MINERES AND BANCHERS THRIVED AMICABLY

Mining, of course, went on during all
of that time. Mining does not inter-
fere with cattle or sheep on the ranges.
Whenever a mine was discovered, opera-
tions proceeded, and everyone was co-
operative. At least, there was no inter-
ference. That is the way the taxable
property in the State of Nevada and
other public land States developed, with
the exception, of course, of the States on
the Pacific Coast, which had other re-
sources, such as harbors, shipping, and
other things. However, the mining
States were largely developed in that
manner.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOEMENT OF
RECENT

In recent years industries have started
to come into the State. They will come
whenever there are power, water, and
other favorable factors affecting the
feasibility of the industry. Industry in
our State, of course, had a great boost
when the Hoover Dam was constructed.
I was State engineer from 1927 to 1935,
and administered the Stock Water Act,
which I have just deseribed, and which
I shall place in the Recorp later.

I cooperated with the Department of
the Interior while Hoover Dam was be-
ing constructed. In the division of power
and water, I represented my State.

NEVADA INDUSTRIES EXPANDING

That is not the only industry. There
are smaller industries scattered through-
out the State of Nevada, in the popu-
lation centers, especially large mining
operations such as the Anaconda Mining
Co., which has gone into Yerington, Nev.,
100 miles southeast of Reno. One of the
largest copper pits in the world is located
in Ely, Nev., where the Kennicott Copper
Co. is located. There are many smaller
investments.

PROSPECTORS BEING RUINED BY IMPORTS FROM
LOW=-WAGE COUNTRIES

Those mines, of course, are discovered
by prospectors who used to be present
all the time when we had a policy which
protected the investor and the working
man in their standard of living. We
have just about chased the prospectors
out, because even when a prospector
finds a mineral outerop today, it develops
that that mineral can be shipped into the
United States from some lower wage=-
standard-of-living country cheaper than
it can be mined in this country.

NEVADA MORE

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

LARGE LAND WITHDRAWALS NEW THREAT TO
NEVADA'S ECONOMY

Now come these large land withdraw-
als. As I have said, large land with-
drawals were accentuated during World
War II. There is pending an application
for a large additional area, consisting of
several million acres on public lands.

I have had experience in the State
since 1911, especially since 1927, when I
became the State engineer. My experi-
ence also includes private engineering
practice, and my experience as a United
States Senator. I have been aware all
the time that at some time there would
have to be a State policy; there would
have to be some method of determining
what lands, if any, should be withdrawn,
and what would be in the best interests
of the State of Nevada, the State of
Utah, and other public-land States, in
the utilization of these lands.

BENATOR ADDRESSES NEVADA STATE LEGISLATURE
ON PROBLEM

So, Mr, President, I took occasion, fol-
lowing the time when I was in Chicago
delivering an address before the Abra-
ham Lincoln Club on the 11th of Febru-
ary, to go home. I started in the eastern
part of my State and traveled through-
out the northern, western, and southern
parts of the State. I conferred with
many people. While I was there, the
legislature was in special session, and I
addressed the Senate and the assembly
on this particular question.

I said there was little use in asking me
in Washington to do something for a
certain area or to prevent something
from being done in another area, with
one being dependent upon another, if the
State did not have a policy. I said the
State must adopt a policy. If the State
adopted such a policy, I said I would be
willing to do whatever the State wanted
to be done.

CONFERS WITH GOVERNOR

I also hac two conferences with our
Governor, Charles Russell, who previous-
1y served one term in the House of Repre-
sentatives. He now is the governor of
our State-

Governor Russell agreed with me that
a State policy must be adopted, and that
it was too much to expect us to sit still
while a Government department comes
into a particular part of our State to
withdraw large areas of land and destroy
the livestock industry, the mining in-
dustry, or any other industry, without
having some rhyme or reason or policy
togo by.

EARLY CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN SENATOR AND
GOVERNOR ON NAVY EFFORT MADE PUBLIC

_ Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent to have printed in the REcorp at this

point a letter from the Governor of Ne-

vada and a telegraphic enclosure, dated

July 27, 1955, together with my answer.

There being no objection, the corre-
spondence was ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

STATE OF NEVADA,
Carson City, July 27, 1955.
Hon. GEORGE W. MALONE,

United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
. Dear Georce: Attached is a copy of a tele=-
gram I sent to the Secretary of the Navy pro-
testing the withdrawal of 2,026,800 acres
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Nevada territory in Washoe, Pershing, and
Humboldt Counties by the Navy for use as
bombing range.
Anything you can do to assist in blocking
this withdrawal will be greatly appreciated.
With every best wish,
Sincerely yours,
CHARLES,
Charles H. Russell,
Governor,
Carson Crry, NEv., July 27, 1955.
Hon. CHARLES S. THOMAS,
Secretary of the Navy,
Department of Defense,
Washington, D.C.:
Heartily join with Nevada Fish and Game
Commission in opposing withdrawal 2,026,800
acres in northern Washoe, Pershing, and
Humboldt Counties of Nevada by Navy for
use as bombing range. Majority that area
comprises some Nevada’s best wildlife habitat
for chukars, sagehen, mule deer, and ante-
lope. Further, some Nevada’s largest ranches
and mining operations involved, which, if
eliminated will have adverse effect economy
of State.
CHarLES H. RUSSELL,
Governor of Nevada.

Avcust 6, 1955,
Hon. CHARLES H, RUSSELL,
Governor of the State of Nevada,
Carson City, Nev,

DEear CHARLIE: I had your letter of July 27,
requesting my -assistance in blocking the
withdrawal of 2,026,800 acres of Nevada- ter-
ritory in Washoe, Pershing, and Humboldt
Counties by the Navy for use as a bombing
range.

You may know that I attended a meeting
of the people of Lovelock and heard the dif-
ficulties they were having with the Navy, and
the Administration of Defense officials, and
that I did arrange for the top Navy officials
from San Francisco to come to Lovelock and
meet with them.

I understood that out of this meeting
came a very clear understanding of the areas
desired by the Navy, and how the private
property would be appraised and paid for,
and my impression has been from the com-
munications from citizens of that area who
attended the meeting, including Paul Gard-
ner, that it was well on the way to a settle-
ment.

When I received your letter, I immediately
communicated with the Administration of
National Defense top officials, apprised them
of my interest In the situation, and asked
them to let me know exactly how the situa-
tion stood at this moment, and just what
interest they had in this land, and what the
overall effect would be if they were denied
its use. I am attaching a copy of their Au-
gust 4 letter to me, which is self-explana-
tory, signed by Thomas A. Callaghan, Jr.,
Special Assistant for Facilities, Department
of the Navy.

I then visited Mr. Callaghan in his office at
the Pentagon, who is in complete charge of
the situation, and he was very clear in his
explanation that while additional large fu-
ture expenditures were contemplated in
building up the Fallon Air Base, that prob-
ably it would be necessary to abandon the
field if they were unable to secure the addi-
tional range.

Due to the extreme importance and the far-
reaching consequences of the decision in this
matter, I thought it best for Mr. Callaghan
to write you direct about it since I have
already assured him that my position will
be governed by the position of the State
administraton and the people of my Btate.

Due to the extreme importance of this
decision, I am taking the liberty of forward-
ing a copy of the correspondence to Mr. Paul
Gardner, of Lovelock, who has spearheaded
the investigation there, and to Mr, Claude
Smith, and Mr. Calvin Sunderland, at Fallon.
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I am leaving today for Russia and the
satellite countries on a trip that has been
long planned in connection with the work
of the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee. I cannot now fix the exact date
of my return, but Jock Taylor, my executive
secretary here will follow through on any
plan that you may decide upon in connection
with the Fallon and Lovelock people.

I will look forward to hearing from you,
and will, of course, be home as soon as I
return from Russia. The plan at this time
is to proceed through Europe, through the
eatellite countries of Russia, Siberia, KEam-
chatka, and home.

Sincerely,
GEORGE W. MALONE,
United States Senator.

BENATOR'S CORRESPONDENCE WITH THE NAVY
DEPARTMENT REPORTED

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp correspondence between
the Special Assistant for Facilities, Navy
Department, and myself, and a letter
sent to me on September 26, 1955, by the
Assistant Chief of Naval Operations with
reference to the Navy's position at that
time by the Navy of Air Force ranges in
Nevada. :

There being no objeection, the corre-
spondence was ordered to be printed in
the REcoRbp, as follows:

AvGuUsT 6, 1955.
Mr, TrroMas A. CALLAGHAN, Jr.,
Special Assistant for Facilities,
Office of the Secretary,
Department of the Navy,
Washington, D. C.
- DEAR MR, CaLLAGHAN: I have received your
letters of August 4, and that of Thomas 8.
Gates, Acting Secretary of the Navy. Your
explanation seems to be very clear that the
continued development of the Fallon area

‘depends upon securing adequate range, and
at the moment the only range available is
that described in your letter.

I am communicating with Gov. Charles H.
Russell relative to the situation in connec-
tion with his wire to Charles 8. Thomas, the
Secretary of the Navy, voicing his “opposition
to the withdrawal of 2,026,800 acres Nevada
territory in Washoe, Pershing, and Humboldt
Counties by the Navy for use as a bombing
range.” !

I understand from our visit, and from your
letter of August 4, that the Navy would very
probably lose -interest in building up the
Fallon Air Base if they were unable fo secure
proper range. The seriousness to our people
in Nevada cannot be overestimated.

The employment of the Fallon Air Base is
very much appreciated by all the citizens of
Nevada, and I know that there would be great
reluctance to do anything that would jeop-
ardize the success of the base, On the other
hand, the withdrawal of large acres of land
in our State for bombing use where taxable
property is or has been, or is being developed,
is also a serious matter. :

. In view of the extreme importance of the
decision to be made by the people of my
State, I am enclosing copy of my letter to
Governor Russell and if, in accordance with
your letter, it is a matter of deciding whether
to withdraw the land in the three counties
mentioned for a bomhing range, or ceasing
the development of the Fallon Air Base, the
decision is indeed a serious and far-reaching
one and must be made by our own people.

Will you please keep me apprised of your
decision in the matter and if anything
further may be done on my part to assist

.

With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely,
GEeORGE W. MALONE,
United States Senator.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, August 4, 1955.
Hon. GEORGE W, MALONE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.

My DEAR SENATOR MarLonE: This is In re-
sponse to your request for the latest infor-
mation concerning the proposed Sahwave
Mountain and Black Rock Desert air-to-air
gunnery ranges for the naval auxiliary alr
station, Fallon, Nev.

The area to be acquired for these ranges
totals 2,629,760 acres. These ranges are
needed to provide adequate areas for our
pilots to conduct simulated combat air-to-
air gunnery practice in high-speed jet planes.

At the present time, the only area avail-
able to the Navy for these operations is the
272,000-acre Black Rock Desert alr-to-air
gunnery range. This range is so small that
the Navy cannot provide adequate gunnery
training for our carrier pilots based in the
San Francisco Bay area. It is proposed,
therefore, to acquire the following additional
area;: :

(a) Basic Sahwave Mountain air-to-air
gunnery range (602,880 acres) ;

(b) Proposed extension to Sahwave Moun-
tain air-to-air gunnery range (654,720 acres);

(¢) Proposed extension to Black Rock
Desert air-to-air gunnery range (1,372,160
acres).

Action to acquire 602,880 acres in the basic
Sahwave Mountain air-to-air gunnery range
(area (a) above) is currently nearing com-
pletion. The basic Sahwave Mountain range
includes 547,906 acres withdrawn from the
public domain and 54,974 acres of private
land currently leased from three separate
OWIErs,

There are nine known mining claims or
groups of claims within the basic range, and
leases have been negotiated with six of these.
A condemnation proceeding has heretofore
been instituted with regard to one of the
claims. Negotiations are still continuing
with respect to the other two claims with
reasonable prospects of success.

There are six parties having grazing rights,
and satisfactory agreements have been nego-
tiated with these six interests which will per-
mit them to continue using the ranges for
grazing purposes on a year-round basis.
During two months of the year, air-to-air
target gunnery operations will be stopped,
and the ranges will be shut down for round-
up purposes,

The ranges will not be used for bombing
purposes. Instead, as I indicated above,
they will be used for air-to-air gunnery prac-
tice. Expended bullets or rocket cases might
occasionally hit cattle in the area, These
agreements also provide, therefore, that the
Government will reimburse the cattlemen
for any cattle that may be killed as a result
of our operations. : ]

It will be necessary, however, to institute
condemnation proceedings for the basic SBah-
wave Mountain range, excepting those inter-
ests as to which voluntarily leases have
already.been negotiated, in order to provide a
vehicle for the settlement of interests or
claims which are presently unknown and for
the ejectment of trespassers without the need
of commencing separate actlons in each
instance.

Virtually all of the proposed extension of
the Sahwave Mountain range (654,720 acres)
and the proposed extension to the Black
Rock Desert range (1,372,160 acres) is public
domain land. On June 24, 1955, the Bureau
of Land Management, Department of the
Interior, issued a temporary withdrawal order
at Navy's request, covering the 2,026,880 acres
in the two areas. BSurveys of the preclse
areas ultimately to be withdrawn are cur-
rently in progress, and appraisals of the vari-
ous mineral claims are being made, It will
probably be & year before complete with-
drawal action can be concluded.

March 5

Ultimately, of course, we intend to acquire
possession, title, and interest to all out-
standing rights in these ranges, subject, how-
ever, to grazing rights, Thus, our present
leasing action is only interim in nature, and
six of our leases do contain purchase options.
In any event, grazing will be permitted to
continue in these areas, and we propose.to
negotiate grazing agreements similar to those
outlined above.

The areas to be used for actual gunnery
purposes will not extend to the outermost
boundaries of the ranges. Instead, safety
corridors, varying in width to as much as 5
to 7 miles from the boundaries of the range,
will surround the entire area. Thus, while
one corner of the proposed range comes to
within 6 miles of Lovelock, the actual gun-
nery area will be approximately 14 miles from
Lovelock, and all firing will be directed into
the range—thus eliminating any possible
danger to Lovelock, T B

" All approaches to both the Sahwave Moun-
tain and the Black Rock Desert ranges will be
adequately posted to warn off any prospec-
tors, casual visitors, ete.

I am advised that there now appears to be
a general understanding of the Navy's need
for these areas and that the public reaction
is generally favorable.

Sincerely yours,
THOMAS A: CALLAGHAN, Jr.,
‘Special Assistant jor Facilities

(For the Assistant Secretary of the Navy

(Material).)

DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy,

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF
NAvAL OPERATIONS,
Washington, D, C., September 26, 1955.
Hon, GEORGE MALONE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C. :

My Dear SENATOR Marone: I regret the
delay .in replying to your letter of July 1,
1955, which was referred to me by. the Chief
of the Bureau of Yards and Docks, enclosing
a letter from Mr. Paul K. Gardner, secretary
of the Pershing County Chamber of Com-
merce, Lovelock, Nev., regarding the Navy's
acquisition of land for the Sahwave Moun-
tain-Black Rock Desert Air-to-Air Gunnery
Range in Nevada. This delay was necessary
in order to assemble the information on
which this reply is based.

The survey referred to in Mr. Gardner's
letter was a mineral survey conducted by the
Atomic Energy Commission and was not for
the purpose of including any additional land
in the proposed weapons training area.

Aerial gunnery can be confined to offshore °
areas in localities off the main shipping lanes
where the weather is suitable. However, the
prevalent low-lying stratus clouds in the
west coast offshore areas and the extensive
shipping encountered there have so restricted
and reduced the gunnery training which can-
be accomplished that the squadrons must
deploy to uninhabited inland areas for such
training or be deficient in this vital phase.

The Naval Auxiliary Air Station at Fallon,
Nev., is the gunnery satellite fleld for all
fleet squadrons based in the San Franciseo
area. The sole purpose of this multi-mil-
lion-dollar installation is to provide training
facilities for these units. With the advent
of faster, higher flying aircraft and new air-
craft weapons, the existing 272,000-acre
Black Rock Desert Gunnery Range has be-
come inadequate for the Navy's require-
ments. Therefore, unless adequate ranges
are provided, the combat training of our
pilots will be severely curtailed.

The possibility of joint use with the Air
Force of their existing ranges has been fully
explored. The Air Force ranges In this
region are saturated by their own sortie rate
and are unable to accommodate our require-
ments.

In view of the aforementioned require-
ments, the Navy is in the process of acquiring
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an additlonal area of 602,880 acres for an
air-to-air gunnery range designated as the
Basic Sahwave Mounfain Gunnery Range.
It is our intention to acquire an additional
1,372,160 acres for the expansion of the exist-
ing Black Rock Desert Gunnery Range and
654,720 acres for the expansion of the Basic
Sahwave Mountain Gunnery Range. This
would provide a weapons training area ap-
proximately 100 miles long and 40 miles wide
containing a total of 2,901,760 acres, or ap-
proximutely 4,634 square miles. Of this
4,534-square-mile area, about half is located
in Pershing County. The Seven Troughs
Range and a portion of the Trinity Range
would be included in the area; however, the
town of Sulphur would not.

On June 24, 1955, the Navy requested the
PBureau of Land Management of the Depart-
ment of the Interior to withdraw 2,026,880
geres from the public domain in order to
provide the area needed for these two ex-
tensions. While this would indicate that all
of the area consists of public-domain lands,
actually in the proposed extension to the
Black Rock Desert Gunnery Range, there are
10,200 acres of Indian reservation land and
32,000 acres of privately owned lands.

The sacquisition of public-domain land
would be without cost to the Navy, and it is
our intention to acquire ownership of all pri-
vately owned tracts in the Sahwave Moun-
tain-Black Rock Desert Gunnery Range, as
extended, upon receipt of authorization 31‘:1(1
appropriation from Congress. The Navy will
pay fair value for all interests acquired. The
cost of this is estimated to be 7 million.

Your interest in this project is greatly ap-
preciated, and I hope that this information
will give you a better understanding of the
Navy's position.

Sincerely yours,
¥ W. L. ReEs,
Rear Admiral, United States Navy,

Assistant Chief of Naval Opera-

tions (Air) by Direction.

GOVERNOR THANKS SENATOR FOR WOREK ON
WITHDREAWAL PROBLEM

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp at this point a letter from
the Governor of Nevada dated August 15,
1955, which is in line with the requested
withdrawal.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

STATE OF NEVADA,
Carson Crry, August 15, 1955.
Hon. GEoRGE W. MALONE,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.

Dear Georce: Thank you for your coopera-
tion in the problem connected with the
Navy’s announced intention of withdrawing
large sections of territory in Washoe, Per-
shing and Humboldt counties.

I appreciated your thoughtfulness iIn
sending me a copy of the letter your received
from Thomas A. Callaghan, Jr., Special As-
sistant for Facilities to the Assistant Secre-
tary of the Navy.

I shall look forward to your promised visit
when you return from Russia.

With every best wish,

Sincerely yours,
CHARLES.
Charles H. Russell,
Governor of Nevada.
NEVADA LEGISLATURE ASSEMBLY ASKS END TO
“NAVY LAND GRABS”

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, on
February 16, 1956, I received a letter
from Mr. John Koontz, secretary of
state of Nevada, together with a copy of
assembly resolution No. 5, relative to
this important subject, In short, the
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resolution requests that thefe be no fur-
ther withdrawals in the area. I ask un-
animous consent to have the letter and
resolution printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the letter
and resolution were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

ST1AaTE OoF NEVADA,
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Carson City, Nev., February 10, 1956.
Senator GEORGE W. MALONE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SEnaTOR: I enclose herewith certified
copy of assembly resolution No. b as re-
quired by said resolution.

With kindest regards I am,

Sincerely yours,
Joan KOONTZ,
Secretary of State.
STATE OF NEVADA,,
DEPARTMENT OF STATE.

I, John Eoontz, the duly elected, qualified
and acting secretary of state of the State of
Nevada, do hereby certify that the annexed
is a true, full and correct copy of the original
assembly resolution No. 5 now on file and of
record in this office.

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my
hand affixed the great seal of State, at
my office, in Carson City, Nev., this 10th day
of February A. D. 1956.

[sEaL] Joun KOONTZ,

Secretary of State.
Resolution memorializing the Nevada con=-
gressional delegation and the Honorable

Crame ENGLE, Congressman from Cali-

fornia, to oppose the Navy land grab

Whereas a large and extensive area of
Washoe, Pershing, and Humboldt Counties
is in extreme danger of being removed from
the tax rolls of this State by the acquisition
of the same by the United States Navy for
use as a bombing range; and

Whereas if the proposed Navy acquisition
becomes a fact great damage may be done to
the mining and ranching industries, to the
fish and game resources, and to the tax
structures of these several counties; and

Whereas the United States Navy has al-
ready acquired the Black Rock Desert, ex-
tending roughly over 90 miles long from
Gerlach to Winnemucca, and if their prac-
tice bombs cannot hit the Black Rock Desert
now, what good would they be in wartime;
and

Whereas there is in existence at the
present time the bombing range near
Tonopah, consisting of an area of nearly 4
million acres: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of Nevada (jointly), That the
Nevada congressional delegation and the
Honorable CLAlRE ENGLE, Congressman from
the State of California, are hereby memorial-
ized by this legislature assembled in special
session to oppose vigorously the Navy land
grab proposed in the State of Nevada; and
be it further

Resolved, That duly certified coples of this
resolution be transmitted by the secretary
of State to each of our Senators and to our
Representative in the Congress of the United
States and to the Honorable CLAIRE ENGLE,
Congressman from the State of California,

CONCURRENT NEVADA RESOLUTION INTRODUCED

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 21, Senate Concurrent Resolution
No. 3 was introduced by Senators Black
and Cord. The concurrent resolution
was later sidetracked in favor of another
one. However, I ask unanimous consent
that the concurrent resolution be print-
ed in the Recorp at this point, at a mat-
ter of information.
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There being no objection, the concur-
rent resolution was ordered to be printed
in the REecorbp, as follows:

Senate Concurrent Resolution 3

Concurrent resolution memorializing the
Nevada congressional representatives to
use their best offices to halt the acquisition
of public domain and resources in Nevada
by the United States Navy
Whereas existing withdrawals from the

public domain inventory by the Federal de-

fense agencies exceed in area the combined
acreage of the States of Massachusetts, Mary-
land, New Hampshire, and Delaware; and
Whereas if present applications for similar
withdrawals in Nevada, California, New Mex-
ico, and Arizona are approved, an additional

Jand mass equal in size to the States of New

Jersey and Rhode Island, plus 50 Districts of
Columbia, will have also been taken for ex-
clusive use; and

‘Whereas present withdrawsals by the Fed-
eral defense agencies are equivalent to a strip
of land 11 miles wide extending from New
York City to San Francisco, and pending ap-
plications, if approved, will increase the
width of such corridor to 14 miles; and

Whereas many such withdrawals duplicate
each other; and

Whereas there is pending an application by
the United States Navy to obtain exclusive
use of approximately 3 million acres of Fed-
eral and private acreage in Washoe, Hum-
boldt, and Pershing Counties, State of
Nevada; and

Whereas there 1s also pending an applica-
tion by the United States Navy to obtain ex-
clusive use of approximately 1 million acres
in Esmeralda County, Nev., and Inyo Coun-
ty, Calif.; and

Whereas the State of Nevada has hereto-
fore contributed to the national defense more

.acres of public domain and resources thereof

than any other State in the Union, the total
of which being in excess of 4 million acres;
and

Whereas the Nevada Farm Bureau Federa-
tlon, the American Farm Bureau Federation,
the American National Cattlemen’s Associa-
tion, and other economic and citizens' groups
including numerous conservation organiza-
tions in California and Nevada, and the
Nevada Fish and Game Commission, and
approximately 150 citizens have already
joined in protest against the aforementioned
applications now pending in this State: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate of the State of
Nevada (the Assembly coneurring), That the
Legislature of the State of Nevada, in special
session assembled, does hereby memorialize
the Honorable GEoRGe W. MaLoNE, the Hon-
orable ALanN BisLE, and the Honorable CLiF-
TON YOUNG, Nevada's Senators and Repre-

_sentative in the Congress of the United

States, to use their best efforts and offices to
halt and forbid the United States Navy from
acquiring the aforementioned acreage in
Washoe, Humboldt, Pershing, and Esmeralda,
Countles, State of Nevada: and be it further

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
be, and he hereby is, directed to transmit a
certified copy of this resolution to each of
our congressional representatives named
above.

FURTHER RESOLUTIONS REPORTED

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, Mr.
Charles Hendel, assemblyman from
Mineral County, also introduced a reso-
lution on this subject. It was passed by
the assembly and later passed out of the
committe of the senate, by a vote of 8 to
1. It did not pass the senate because
attention was called to the fact that in
a special session a joint resolution would
have to be sent up by the Governor. This
has not been sent up by the Governor.
It was considered in the closing hours
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of the session, and therefore it was not
passed. It was passed by the assembly,
and it was approved by the senate com-
mittee. I ask unanimous consent that
the resolution be printed in the REcORD
at this point.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

Concurrent resolution requesting the Gover-
nor to appoint Federal lands legislative
commission

Whereas the United States Navy has de-
clared that it is necessary for it to acquire
approximately 2,800,000 acres of additional
gunnery range in Humboldt, Pershing, and
Washoe Counties for jet-plane gunnery prac-
tice; and

Whereas the precarious Nevada State and
local tax situation is a matter of great con-
cern to the people of the State, being ag-
gravated by the imposition of Federal re-
strictions on the development of the State’s
principle asset, its mining industry, which,
though stimulated in part by Federal de-
fense purchase of strategic minerals, is yet—
nevertheless inadequate to meet the in-
creased needs of State and local funds for
our greatly expanded educational program
which our rapidly growing student popula-
tion requires; and

Whereas as a consequence of our growing
population it has been necessary for our
legislators to enact a sales tax and increased
gambling tax laws to support this newly
expanded education program; and

Whereas, due to the restrictions placed on
the development of our mining industry and
the prohibitions placed on the production
and free-market sale of gold, the principal
cost-carrying metal in many of our strategic
metal mines, for which there is a vast peace-
time and national defense need, many mil-
lions of dollars worth of wvaluable mining
properties now lie idle, and once prosperous
mining camps, once prosperous communities,
and the mines and reduction plants therein
lie in wreck and ruin—and millions of dol-
lars of the Btate and Nation's taxpayers'
private enterprise investments have already
been lost to the investors, and as many more
millions of dollars in properties yet intact
are threatened with the same fate; and

Whereas there are now before Congress
‘measures which would provide for the re-
habilitation of the mining industry in an
effort to restore the sound economy of the
mining States of the West; and

Whereas the restoration of free enterprise
as it may apply to mining in all of its phases,
including the return to the free production
and marketing of gold would, as far as the
State of Nevada is concerned, restore that
sound economy, and assure a stabillzed op-
eration and certain, dependable employment,
both of which must be developed and main-
tained if a sound economy and a dependable
tax structure are to be gained and main-
tained; and

Whereas since the educatlon of our chil-
dren is paramount, not only in the State of
Nevada but throughout the Nation, and our
actual survival depends upon the degree of
education the State and the Nation can pro-
vide for students, especially the sciences
which have developed the advance types of
materials of offense and defense, and the
multitude of peacetime applications of these
and other hitherto unknown great forces of
nature, it does not seem unreasonable to the
people of Nevada that they should be so
deeply concerned over what the inroads will
be on their already established, expanded
educational program if this additional pen-
alty which is now planned to be imposed
upon the State is exacted by the further
withdrawal of millions of additional acres of
our State's public domain, unless substan-
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tial relmbursement to the affected counties
and the State is made; and

Whereas a stalemate seems to have been
reached between the State of Nevada and the
Federal Government in the land of further
land withdrawals, and it is felt imperative
that the Governor of the State should con-
tinually be kept advised of any action taken
or proposed which may, in any way or man-
ner, be, or be thought to be, detrimental
to the best interests of the people of the
State, directly or indirectly, or where such
withdrawals threaten to adversely affect the
Nevada State and local tax structures; and

Whereas it 1s expressly set forth herewith
that no final acceptance of any plan of public
withdrawal of public lands withia the State
of Nevada shall be approved except with the
approval of the senate and assembly of the
State of Nevada in session, and that further,
any release by the State of Nevada of any of
its valued public lands, whatever the consid-
eration therefor, must include a sum suffi-
clent to meet 50 percent of the Nevada State
publie school costs, with no centralized Fed-
eral Government strings attached, since this
acquisition of millions of acres of additional
lands by the Government, and a further con-
tinuation of federally imposed mining re-
strictions only constricts free enterprise in
its privately financed steps toward the full
and final development of the mines of the
State, upon which potential—the legislature
depends for the major portions of funds
which our extended school program will re-
quire, and, unless sustained—not only our
school program but our entire State and
local tax structure will fail: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the Assembly of the State of
Nevada (the Senate concurring), That the
Governor appoint a Federal lands legislative
committee, consisting of the legislative com-
mission, the attorney general, the surveyor
general, the inspector of mines, and five pri-
vate citizens qualified to represent the in-
terest of parties adversely affected in case of
the continuation of such withdrawals, and
such committee shall function in the matter
of Federal withdrawal of public lands in
Nevada as the Governor may direct.

PROTESTS BY COUNTIES, FARM ORGANIZATIONS,
AND CITIZENS CITED

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I have
received several resolutions and commu-
nications from the county commission-
ers of the three counties I have named,
Washoe, Pershing, and Humboldt, and
from farm bureaus and other organiza-
tions, and from individuals in those
areas, and I ask unanimous consent that
they may be printed in the Recorp at
this point.

There being no objection, the commu-
nications were ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

WinneEMUCcA, Nev.,, February 3, 1956.
Hon. GEORGE MALONE,
Senator from Nevada,
Washington, D. C':

Wish to remind you that Humboldt County
Farm Bureau has gone on record as being
opposed to withdrawal from production and
tax rolls of our ranching, mineral, and
recreational resources for gunnery range use.

LesLiE J. STEWART,
President, Humboldt County Farm
Bureau.
WaszHOE COUNTY
GAME MANAGEMENT BOARD,
Reno, Nev., August 18, 1955,
Hon. GEORGE W. MALONE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SeNaToR MarLowE: We wish at this
time to advise you of our concern in regard
to the proposed withdrawal of land in Per-
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shing, Humboldt, and Washoe Counties in
the State of Nevada for the use of the Navy
as a bombing area.

First, from the standpoint of the State
tax structure, this most definitely would be
a detriment to the smaller counties who de-
pend upon mining and livestock raising for
a great portion of their tax money.

Secondly, as we understand the provisions
of some of the agreements with existing
livestock units, there is a possibility that,
in addition to loss of tax on real property,
multiple use now enjoyed on all federally
owned lands would be eliminated.

Thirdly, as already voiced by our State Fish
and Game Commission, many thousands of
acres of our better big game and upland bird
areas would be taken from the people of the
State of Nevada. This Board, which is estab-
lished by law for the purpose of advising
the State Fish and Game Commission and
other governmental agencies of the needs
of the county game management, feels that
requirements of the Navy can be handled
without this withdrawal.

We respectfully suggest that in lieu of
such withdrawal our Government considers
consolidating use of such lands already with-
drawn and in possession of the Air Corps,
Navy, and AEC within the borders of the
Btate of Nevada.

Very truly yours,
Lee M. Burce, Chairman.
VAUGHAN SADDLE SHOP,
Reno, Nev., August 1, 1955.
Senator GEorRGE W. MALONE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: Regarding proposed bombing
range in northern Washoe County, I think it
would be a crime to use that area for bomb-
ing or gunnery because it is the last decent
area for hunting within reasonable driving
range of Reno. At present, it is an excellent
range for deer, antelope, sagehen, and Chuk-
kar partridge and several thousand eattle.
Saddest part is that the range would be
ruined permanently due to duds—unex-
ploded bombs.

Will appreciate any attention you can give
to this matter.

Sincerely yours,
R. C. VaucHAN,
PERSHING COUNTY
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Lovelock, Nev., June 27, 1955,
United States Senator GEorGE MALONE,
United States Senator Aran BiBLE,
Congressman CLIFF YOUNG,
Washington, D, C.

Dear FrIENDS: We have it on reliable re-
ports that Army engineers are surveying a
large, new slice of Pershing County with the
evident purpose of including it in the Naval
Aerial Gunnery Range.

Included are the Seven Troughs and Trin
ity Range reglons.

This is going too far, These are recognized
mining districts. The present range under
contest takes in about one-third of our
county—almost 9,000 square miles. We do
not want to have the rest eliminated from
mining life of this county. We understand
they are including Sulphur.

How they can avold shooting up the West-
ern Pacific, we don't know.

Before things get along too far, we would
like to receive your aid in calling a halt to
this program.

Quicksilver and antimony Interest are
picking up here. A number of outside in-
terests are prospecting prospective properties.
The guaranteed quicksilver price has bol-
stered one of our most dangerous and abused
mining industries.

Thanks for your help.

In haste,
PavL E. GARDNER,
Secretary.
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ORMSBY SPORTSMEN'S ASSOCIATION,
Carson City, Nev., August 3, 1955.
Hon, GEORGE W. MALONE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR BENATOR MALONE: With reference to
the proposed expanded Navy bombing and
gunnery range planned for the northwestern
part of Nevada, the members of the Ormsby
Sportsmen’s Association wish to prevail
upon you to prevent, if possible, the annexa-
tion of the wildlife habitat for antelope, deer,
sagehen, and chukkar, so that this area will
remain available to Nevada hunters.

As you well know, the reglons open to pub-
lic hunting are being restricted more and
more each year or lost entirely for one reason
or another, and for the type game mentioned
above the areas in Nevada are presently
limited and few.

We realize the importance of national de-
fense and the need for military installations,
but it is difficult to understand why such a
large area is to be restricted. Already there
is a tremendous area used for the same pur-
poses by another branch of the Armed Serv-
ices in southern Nevada.

The 250 members of this organization, and
other interested parties, wish to go on record
opposing the additional annexation that will
include this wildlife area, and solicit your
aid.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
JoHN E, BAWDEN,
President,
Ormsby Sportsmen’s Association.

Edmond C. Gubler, 8. B. Ceodras, N. L.
Knowten, O. W. Walker, Max E. Lamb, Charles
H. Mathiesen, Robert Sharp, Herbert Gillie,
Robert Johnson, Jr., R, N. Coates, L. M, Pears,
H. J. Christie, D. J. Jolley, Donald J. Crosby,
Harold B. Wright, Ernest R. McEKerham,
Stanley W. Springmeyers, Ralph D. Barrett,
Harold E. Hansen, Pete DePrat, J. B. Nau-
man, Harry E. Jweetpauth, Harry M. Ogan,
Jr., A. M. Woodgate, H. N. Shene, John F.
Smales, Chester T. Wooder, William L. Nagel,
Drauk B. Mcought, Jack R. Cooney, Ardean
M. Fields, Wals Gauggi, D. E. Beming, W. R.
Hann, A. Payge, Glen Stevens, Paul R. Sar-
gant, Frank E. Clock, R. G. Terry, William A,
Penkin, B. 8. Gregory, Louis K. Koontz, Frank
‘W. Wilson, Jr., Carl A. Springmeyer, Nelson
H. Jacques, C. H. Carstens, D. K. Jewett, E. F.
DoRicco, C. E. Mex, Edmond Muth, W. E,
Norton, W. C. Wilson, John J. Haffey, Forrest
L. Larmenter, Wm. V. Bowman, Russel C. Hill,
Wallace Hesse, Albert T. Lavid, Thomas S.
Morrison, Stanley F. Pochop, Eugene Pierett,
R. Huantin, Charles Z. Hill, Jr., L. O. Gingles,
R. E. Whitford, J. A. Lindsey, V. H. Stafford,
Hugh E. Brinson, Abie Riehl, Charles S.
Peters, C. H. Meyers, Charles Felesina, Jack G.
Bird, Roy O. Sease, S. H. Anderson, Ed Spring-
meyers, M. Lamb, Jud Lamb, Henry 8. Cole-
man, Raymond H. Eblers, Paul J. Dube, Jo=-
seph L. Jones, W. H. Gibson, H. G. Dorsey,
G. B. Westenhoefer, Roy B. Wise, Roy M.
Whitacer, Jr., R. E. Eldredge, J. H. Sullivan,
L. W. Little, R. G. Whittemore, Geo. J. Alli-
son, Robert List, F. A. Davis, D. W. Fletcher,
Paul Rubin, Richard L. Mengzier, James E.
Pomeroy, James C. Hodge, Harold G. Kispect,
Norman D. Noleware, William H. Shewan.

PeRsHING RoD AND GAME CLUB,
Lovelock, Nev., September 1, 1955.
Mr. E. R. GREENSLET,
Bureau of Land Management,
Department of Interior,
Federal Building, Reno, Nev.

DEAR S1R: The Pershing Rod and Gun Club,
recognized officially as representing the
sportemen of Pershing County, hereby goes
on record as opposing the proposed with-
drawal of land in Pershing County under ap-
plication Serial No. Nevada 040230.

The proposed closing of land to civilian
use in the areas designated would mean the
loss of a large part of sporting opportunities

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

for our hunters. In the proposed with-
drawal in this county are areas we have
especially propagated Chukar partridges.
Besides, this area is one of the most im-
portant for sagehen hunting. In addition,
is has anteldpe and deer.

The club also regrets to see this area
taken because of its economic value to its
members, many of whom depend upon
ranching and mining for a living. You are
taking one of our oldest, yet newest, min-
ing areas away from civillan use. Where
our members are not employers, they are em-
ployees and work in this area for 50 years
has helped support them, their fathers and
their families.

Copies of this protest are being sent to our
delegation in Congress, in Washington, D. C.

Yours very truly,
EpNA VAN REED,
Secretary.
THE REVIEW-MINER,
Lovelock, Nev., March 3, 1956.

Dear GEORGE: Your announcement of op-
position sent a thrill around Lovelock.

Thanks for your valiant fight, for unlock-
ing secrecy of the Navy last summer and
helping us with a difficult task for fighting
for Nevada's basic industries.

Good luck.

Sincerely,
PauL K. GARDNER,
Publisher.

ConNcCERNING THE UNITED STATES Navy's Pro-
POSAL TO ACQUIRE 3,100,000 AcrESs oF NoRTH=
WESTERN NEvapa, INcLUDING PusLic Do-
MAIN AND PRIVATE LANDS, AND INTERESTS IN
MiniNG PROPERTIES OoN THE PuBLic DoMain

Objectlon is made to this plan by the
Pershing County Chamber of Commerce, an
organization consisting of practically all
businessmen in Pershing County. Approxi-
mately three-eighths of this county would
be taken out of civilian use under the Navy's
plan.

In addition, the following groups have
protested against the plan:

1. The Pershing County Board of Commis-
sioners,

2. The Humboldt County Board of Com-
missioners.

3. The Washoe County Board of Commis-
sloners.

4, The Governor of Nevada, who has a
delay in this and similar acquisitions until
a study can be made,

5. The Nevada Legislative Assembly.

6. A senate committee, consisting of com-
mittees on livestock, agriculture, and min-
ing, by a vote of 8 to 1.

7. The Nevada State Mining Assoclation.

8. The Nevada State Advisory Council, Roy
Hardy, chairman,

9. The Western Mining Council,

10. The Nevada Fish and Game Commis-
sion.

11. The Pershing Rod and Gun Club.

12. The Humboldt County Sportsmen’s
Club.

13. Fifty-four livestockmen, owning ranch-
ing interests in the area, organized into a
protesting association, with Attorney Forrest
Cooper their representative.

14. The Pershing County Farm Bureau.

15. The Nevada State Farm Bureau.

16. The Humboldt Chamber of Commerce.

17. The Wells Chamber of Commerce.

It is exceedingly difficult to oppose the
Navy’s plan, for that organization has huge
resources, large numbers of specialists work-
ing on the project, available witnesses in
Washington, D. C., at Government expense,
and the advantage of working secretly on the
plan for 2 years.

Only our representatives in Congress can
properly represent us. We are delighted that
Senator GeorcE W. Mavrone has volunteered
to champlon this fight on our behalf.
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A survey shows that the largest element
wanting to cut into Nevada's basic indus-
try—mining, agriculture, and livestock—are
the spendthrift groups—the gambling and
ligquor people.

We are reliably advised that even the com=
munity of Fallon, Nev., is evenly divided pro
and con on the subject. A private telephone
conversation with Mayor Dan Evans should
confirm this.

ELIMINATION OF THE MINING INDUSTRY

Pershing County’s mineral development
wlill be permanently reduced by the Navy's
plan.

This reglon has just been opened up
through access road into it with a revela-
tion of vast mineral resources—speaking of
the Sahwave Range, situated in the western
part of Pershing County. It can be con-
sidered virgin mining territory, much as
the Colorado has proven to be with uranium.

In addition to the Sahwave region, some-
time referred to as the “lava bad region,”
there is the north and eastern part of the
county which is rich in mineral resources.

In the Rosebud area Robert Chandler has
4 claims of 3.95 percent titanium with an
estimated tonnage of 4 million in sight. This
coming strategic metal will be eliminated.

South and west of this area, in the Cow
Creek district, there are several square miles
of perlite ore, with an estimated 50 million
tons. This new insulating ore would be
eliminated from our mining future.

In the Sahwave region there are unknown
riches in tungsten, the war metal, and fast-
machinery alloying metal. The Cooney
families have 30 claims of rich ore in this
region’s very heart in addition to claims
around the edge. One of their mining op-
erations, which would have brought a sale
of over $1 million, has been canceled out by
the Navy's threat.

Eagle-Picher Co. has 6 square miles of
diatomaceous earth it had been working on
for several years. It was included by the
Navy in its plan, although its men claim
to have worked over the entire region with
trucks, jeeps, and helicopters. Nevada and
Pershing County cannot afford to lose this
industry. Navy has said it will release it,
but the Bureau of Land Management has
stopped all action. We have no assurance
that it will be done, This mine would have
2,000 carloads of earth processed in a mill
near Lovelock and would ship it for the
filtering of antibiotics, beer, wine, sirups,
sugar, and petroleum products.

Navy has leased 12 claims of mica (esti=
mated) from Ira Stanley, a Lovelock miner,
although 2 years of rental remain unpaid.
This strategic mineral is lost to our mining
industry.

The gold regions of Seven Troughs, Rose-
bud, Rabbit Hole, and the Trinity Range will
be lost. They only await the revaluation of
gold to become contributors to our creative
wealth.

The effect on our livestock industry will
be presented by Attorney Forrest Cooper.
This is another of our basic industries, whose
cattle are fed in Lovelock Valley during the
winer, making use of our product—alfalfa
hay.

The statement of a naval admiral to the
effect that they would require 15 more prop-
erties in the rich Fallon Agricultural Valley,
and additional land, such as Dixie Valley,
in the Stillwater Range, indicates the danger
of future expansion should the Navy increase
its holdings in Nevada,

Dixie Valley is contiguous to Lovelock. It
is in its trading area. It is in the south-
west of Pershing County and northern part
of Churchill County.

In this area are located the following:

One of the few nickel-cobalt areas in the
United States. One of the largest potential
copper areas left undeveloped in continental
America, Large iron ore deposits that are
now belng mined and shipped to Detroit,
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western points, and Japan. Large uranium
deposits now under development.

ELIMINATION OF THE CATTLE INDUSTRY

Navy’s plan to allow catflemen to take
their livestock into the grazing areas in the
spring and take them off in the fall, ignores
the facts of raising livestock on arid grazing
lands.

cattle and sheep must be constantly
tended by cowboys. Daily or weekly atten-
tion is necessary to see that: (1) There is a
water supply, (2) that feed does not give out
through grazing or adverse weather, (3) that
disease has not infected the herd, (4) to see
that predators are not at work, (5) to guard
against poaching or rustling.

On a few ranches in Pershing County, but
on more in the adjoining Washoe County and
Humboldt County areas that would be ac-
guired under Navy’s plans, the home ranches
would be taken. The people would be
evicted from their homes either through
voluntary or forced sale. The raising of
erops for winter feeding would stop. Ranch-
ing could not continue.

In the Navy’'s plan of acquisition, should
grazing prove impossible and grazing rights
be lost, there would be no way of repaying
the livestockman for the loss of his graz-
ing rights. Grazing is on the public domain,
but a rancher must have rights on that
domain to stay in business. So while no
value would be placed on grazing rights, the
grazing rights would be the most valuable
asset of the rancher.

Roy G. Bankofier, leading rancher of
Fernley stated before the Joint Legislative
Committee on Livestock, Agriculture, and
Mining, “The livestock industry and military
cannot exist together. I have tried it.”

DANGERS OF EXPANSION

Not only do present plans endanger the
economy of Pershing County and adjoining
reglons, but the probability of expansion
is as great or greater danger.

The office of Navy (understood over tele-
phone from Senator Marone's office on
March 2, 1956) reported that it would have
to look into the expansion possibilities of
the Tonopah gunnery, turned loose by the
Air Force on that date.

1t must be concluded that if the speed of
an airplane is doubled, it will take 4 times
as much territory for its gunning. With
the Navy having an unrelenting grip on
northern Nevada, it is only logical to expect
them to demand expansion there. The ex-
pansion would come east and west, since
the policy is to avoid main railroads (West-
ern Pacific and Southern Pacific). With
great expenditures at Fallon completed, the
argument for further expansion at the ex-
pense of basic industries would be inevita-
ble.

IS NAVY OVERREACHING?

In asking for two separate gunnery
areas—one north and one south of the
‘Western Pacific tracks in mnorthwestern
Nevada—can it be that the Navy Is asking
for twice as much tow line as it really
needs?

According to Capt. Harry Cook of the
Navy, it can have five separate targets being
towed around either of these areas at once
with planes darting in from the outside to
shoot.

It has been published that the plan is to
have 1,000 sorties a day.

Targets would be towed at the rate of 180
miles per hour at the end of 2,000 foot
cables, and would take long to get at gun-
nery height.

Incidentally, these sortles and towings
would be made across the trans-continental
airline between San Francisco and Salt Lake
City, over United States Route 40, and over
the Southern Pacific and Western Pacific
main lines. No investigation of labilities
of these passages has been reported.
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Lovelock s put within 5 miles of the gun=-
nery and within 12 miles of the “towline.”
This is too near for safety. Assertions have
been made that the line would be moved
over, but there is no assurance that this will
be done—just words. ;

THE TONOPAH GUNNERY

On Friday, March 2, 1856, the Air Force
made available to the Navy the 1 million acres
of the Tonopah bombing area.

This area has 6 airstrips on it.

The Tonopah base could be used for bas-
ing planes and tow targets that would take
long to get at the proper gunnery height.

This would relieve the great congestion

that is bound to arise if Navy's plans are
carried out at Fallon.
' Navy reports this would cost $14 million
more per year than flylng over the north-
western Nevada territory. It would take
10" more minutes to make the distance.

There Is no scientific informatlon to com-
bat any figures the Navy - offers, thereby
putting all considering their claims at a
disadvantage.

But when one considers that Navy spent
over $200 million on 1 plane motor that
failed, one wonders if there could be mis-
calculation here.

GUNNERY AT SEA

Conslderation should be given to practice
of gunning at sea.

The planes will fly off the flattops and fight
off the flattops.

They will fly in or above the clouds, of
which Navy complains.

Why is it necessary for planes to be thus
used to fly off desert airfields in desert
sunshine.

Navy says that 50 percent of the days are
cloudy. They will also be cloudy during
warfare.

What percent of the time are the flattops
sending out their planes for gunnery. Surely
not 50 percent of the time.

Is not practice at sea the real way of
training naval airmen fo fight at sea?

Should costs alone be considered?

Is the plan for a land-based vacation in
Nevada?

The Navy's argument against gunnery at
sea is not convincing.

CONCLUSION

We businessmen of Pershing County join
with the 16 other groups listed on page 1,
in asking that the Navy's application for
money to take over private property interests
in Pershing County, Washoe County and
Humboldt County be denied.

It is our opinion that the future prosperity
of our area is threatened and will be per-
manently set back by such acquisition. We
have invested in the future of this area and
there will be no remuneration for the losses
we will suffer.

‘We see no way of stopping the Navy's ex-
pansion once they acquire the foothold they
are seeking.

‘We believe they would utilize the Tonopah
area just released by the Air Force and would
thereby benefit that area, as it did in World
War II. The vast expenditures on that base
could partially be recovered.

We believe the Navy has not answered
why it should not practice gunnery at sea.

As American citlzens we ask that you with-
hold permission for the Navy to ruin our
future.

Sincerely yours,
PERSHING COUNTY CHAMBER
oF COMMERCE,
By PauL K, GARDNER, Secrefary.

RESOLUTION oF CounTy COMMISSIONERS OF
PeERsHING COUNTY

‘Whereas the United States Government by
and through the Department of the Navy and
the Bureau of Land Management has taken
and is undertaking steps to appropriate large
and vast areas within the county of Pershing,
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State of Nevada, for the purpose of estab-
lishing an air to air gunnery range; and
Whereas numerous protests have been filed
with the office of the Bureau of Land Man-
agement, Department of the Interior, Reno,
Nev., by owners of mining claims situate in
said areas; and
Whereas each of sald protestants has re-
quested the Secretary of the Department of
the Interior to hold a hearing concerning sald
appropriations and sald withdrawals; and
Whereas in addition to the many valuable
mines and mining claims situate in said
areas, said areas comprise a large portion of
the grazing lands available to the ranchers
ol Pershing County, for the purpose of grag-
ing thereon their cattle, sheep and other
livestock; and
Whereas the withdrawal of said areas would
certainly work an extreme hardship upon
sald ranchers, by depriving them from the
use of valuable range and rangelands, and
would result in severe losses to them should
they continue to graze their livestock in said
areas; and
‘Whereas the county of Pershing has here-
tofore constructed and maintained roads and
highways in sald areas at considerable ex-
pense to sald county; and
Whereas neither the Department of the
Navy nor the Department of the Interior
through its Bureau of Land Management
have offered or proposed to compensate the
sald eounty of Pershing for the loss and de-
privation of the use of the aforesaid roads
and highways; and
Whereas the areas proposed to be with-
drawn are in a close proximity to the city
of Lovelock, to the towns of Oreana, Hum-
boldt, Tungsten, and Mill City, all of which
are situate in the county of Pershing, State
of Nevada, and the undersigned board feels
a marked concern for the safety of the people
residing in said ecity and in said towns, and
Whereas the entire procedure of withdraw-
ing and of proposing to withdraw said areas
was certainly most ill-advised and has been
undergone in a manner which was and re«
mains clothed with a veil of secrecy: Now,
therefore, be it
Resolved, That the undersigned board of
county commissioners intends to, and hereby
does protest most strenuously to the with-
drawal or the proposed withdrawal of any
and all areas situate in the county of Persh-
ing by either the Department of the Navy or
the Department of the Interior by and
through its Bureau of Land Management for
the Department of the Navy; be it further
Resolved, That the undersigned board of
county commissioners intends to and hereby
does demand that it be advised of any and
all withdrawals or proposed withdrawals, so
that at least the governing body and the
officers thereof and those with whom is en-
trusted the welfare of the residents of the
county of Pershing will know and be fully
informed of the facts and circumstances sur-
rounding such withdrawals; be it further
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
be sent forthwith to the following named
persons:
1. Commandant, 12th Naval District, San
Francisco, Calif.
2. Mr. E. R. Greenslet, Director, Bureau of
Land Management, Reno, Nev.
3. United States Senator “MoLLY"” MALONE,
Senate Office Bullding, Washington, D. C.
4, United States Senator Aran BIBLE, Sen-
ate Office Building, Washington, D. C.
5. Congressman CLIFToN Younag, House Of-
fice Building, Washington, D. C
Dated at Lovelock, Nev., this 16th day of
August A. D. 1955.
Board oF CouNTY COMMISSIONERS,
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF
PERSHING, STATE OF NEVADA,
By CeciL G.'CAMPBELL,

Attest:

Chairman.

HeNnY ANDERSON,
Clerk of the Board.
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PeRsHING COUNTY FARM BURFAT,
Lovelock, Nev., August 10, 1955.
Hon. GEORGE MALONE,
United States Senator,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR MALONE: On August 5, 1955,
the Pershing County Farm Bureau met with
the Pershing County commissioners regard-
ing a protest on the proposed expansion by
the Navy for the aerial gunnery range. The
commissioners stated they had already pro-
tested and they suggested that all organi-
zations and individuals write their Congress-
men.

It is felt that this expansion would harm
the livestock industry, the mining industry,
and in general hurt the well-being of the
county. The farm bureau feels that the
lost revenue fronr the land would eventually
mean higher taxes for the county. The
range rights and management of this area
in the public domain should at all times be
protected and not be lost. We feel that every
corisideration should be given property own-
ers in this area. Wildlife should be pro-
tected and not driven away from their nat-
ural habitat. BShould there be outbreaks
of weed infestation, insects, rodents, and
predatory animals and livestock disease how
would they be able to control them if this
area was closed?

These are just a few points that have been
brought out in regards to the expansion of
the naval serial gunnery range. We would
appreciate your cooperation and help on this
matter so important to Pershing County.

Very truly yours,

ERIc SEBBAS,
President, Pershing County Farm Bureaiu.

Nevapa FARM BUREAT,
Reno, Nev., February 16, 1956.

Hon. GEORGE MALONE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeArR GEORGE: After reviewing Senate bill
3183 we have found that a number of the
provisions of the bill are in conflict with the
policies developed by our membership.

Sections 101 and 102 providing for fixed 90
percent price supports have been universally
opposed by our people, and section 105 re-
establishing price supports on dairy prod-
ucts at 90 percent would be opposed by the
majority of our membership.

The dual parity formula as set forth in 106
iz in opposition to our thinking.

‘We would appreciate your favorable sup-
port in opposing these sectlons.

There are several other problems that have
come to our attention during the past week,
primarily, legislation concerning social se-
curity. Our delegates favor an optional in-
clusion under the Social Security Act and
many of them have contacted us in regard
to sollciting your support for this change
if and when it comes upon the Senate floor.

Our State predator committee met in Reno
a short time ago and after considerable dis-
cussion reached the conclusion that if our
program were to be more effective and more
satisfactory in the State that additional funds
could be used to advantage in our State.

Of course the bombing range acquisition by
the Navy has been definitely opposed by
majority of the groups in our area. We feel
that withdrawal of these lands would be a
severe blow to the economy of our State.

Your support and help in opposing this
withdrawal will certainly win favor with a
great many of our people and will be greatly
appreclated by us. :

Thanking you for your cooperation in the
past and with best regards.

Sincerely yours,
JoE WILLIAMS,
Ezecutive Secretary.
ResoLuTION OoF HumeoLpT CoUNTY FarM
BUREAT

The Humhboldt County Farm Bureau does

hereby protest the proposed withdrawal of
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approximately 2,026,880 acres of. land in
northern Washoe, Pershing, and Humboldt
Counties for use by the Navy as a bombing
range and alr-to-alr gunnery range. The
County of Humboldt is adversely affected by
loss of industry, ranch, mining, and assessed
value of property within Humboldt County.
© The entire county farm bureau is of the
opinion that such withdrawal will be ex-
tremely detrimental to Humboldt County,
Nev., and it is the entire unanimity of
opinion of all the people of the County of
Humboldt to the same effect.

The Twelfth Naval District, the Bureau of
Land Management, and the congressional
delegation of the State of Nevada are here~
with respectfully requested to prevent the
withdrawal of land hereinabove described for
said bombing range.

The secretary of the Humboldt County
Farm Bureau is authorized and directed to
forward a certified copy of this protest to
the Commandant, 12th Naval District, E. R.
Greenslet, Nevada Supervisor of' Bureau of
Land Management, Hon. Geonce W. MALONE;
Hon. Arax BisL, and Hon. CriFroN YounG.

Passed and adopted this 3d day of Sep-
tember 1856,

Tracy Bocero,
Secretary.

I hereby certify the foregoing to be a true
and correct copy.
GEO. S. HOSKINS.

PersHING COUNTY
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Lovelock, Nev., May 13, 1955.
United States Senator GEorce W. MALONE,
Washington, D. C.

Dear GEORGE: At a speclal tourist meeting
of our motel owners and others directly de-
pendent upon the users of J. 8. Route 40,
concern was expressed over the plan to con-
struct national highways across the country
that would bypass most if not all Nevada
towns,

The motel owner who brought this up was
Cecil Gerst, operator of the Sage Motel. He
said he had seen the plan and that it would
be carried through in the next 10 years, if
Federal Bureau of Roads people had their
way.

It was brought out that a bureauerat from
that agency had refused to approve the route
leading into Lovelock fromr the east saying
it was not 200 feet wide and that the State
of Nevada would have to pay for construc-
tion onm' it.

Such construction would ruin about 50
businesses in Lovelock. So you can see what
danger there 1s to this community.

Our people would consider it a great favor
as well as duty for you to oppose any such
ruinous plans.

Thanks for your prompt attention to our
various requests.

Cordially yours,
PauL K. GARDNER, -
Eecretary.

HuMpBoLDT COUNTY
Boarp oF COMMISSIONERS,
Winnemucca, Nev., February 6, 1956.
Hon. GEORGE MALONE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTOR Marnowe: We have this date
written to Congressman Vinsonw and Con-
gressman SHEPPARD and Senator CHAVEZ and
Senator SteEnmis, requesting that they take
no action on those items in the Presiden!
budget relative to condemnation or pur-
chase of additional land in Humboldt
County, Nev., for the Navy gunnery range
until they have received recommendations
from the Senate and House Interlor Affairs
Committee.

We are sure you are cognizant of the
strong feeling in this county to this addi-
tional land grab by the Navy Department
and the extreme hardship it would cause
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to the tax structure of this county. We ask
that you assist us in this matter and assure
you that anything done on our behalf and
on behalf of everyone in Humboldt County
will be deeply appreciated.
Respectfully yours,
. Boarp oF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
oF HUMBOLDT COUNTY, NEV.

FRANK SANDERS, Chairman.

CLETo BENGOA, Member,

Georee D. Meropy, Member,

RENO CHAMEBER OF COMMERCE,
Reno, Nev., August 12, 1955.
Hon. GEORGE W. MALONE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Whereas the United States Navy, for the
benefit of the Naval Auxiliary Air Station,
at Fallon, Nev., proposes to withdraw ap-
proximately 2 milllon additional acres of
Federal and privately owned lands in
Washoe, Pershing, and Humboldt Counties,
State of Nevada; and v

Whereas the withdrawal of the above lands
will serfously affect the economy of the State
of Nevada and will be detrimental to the
agricultural, grazing, and mining industries
of the State of Nevada: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Reno Chamber of Com-
merce, Washoe County, Nev,, urge the Honor=
able Georce W. MaLoNE, United States Sena-
ator for Nevada, to endeavor to delay said ac-
tion until the real potential value of agricul-
tural, grazing, and mining properties in the
above area be determined and a public hear-
ing be granted representatives of all of the
said agricultural, grazing, mining, and recrea-
tional interests affected by the withdrawal
of Federal and privately owned Ilands in
Washoe, Pershing, and Humboldt Counties,
State of Nevada.

The above resolution was passed unani-
mously by the board of directors of the Reno
Chamber of Commerce at a regular meeting
held on Tuesday, August 9, 1955.

WiLLiAM BRUSSARD,
Secretary-Manager.

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF MACHINISTS,
Sparxs Lopce No. 705,
; Sparks, Nev., August 21, 1955.
Hon. GEORGE W. MALONE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR: At a regular meeting of

Local 705, I. A. of M., held August 10, 1955, I
was Instructed to write you regarding the
withdrawal of land in Humboldt, Pershing,
and Washoe Counties of Nevada to be used
by the Navy as an aerlal gunnery range.
_ A majority of our membership are sports=-
men who do & good deal of hunting in this
area and claim it to be one of the best areas
in Nevada for hunting.

We hope that you will do all that is pos=-
sible to retain this large acreage for the
benefit of the miners, livestockmen, and
sportsmen who have used it freely up to this

‘time.

With the best personal regards, I remain,
Respectfully yours,
PHILIP 8. DRURY,
Recording Secretary.

REewo, Nev., July 20, 1955.
Senator GEORGE MALONE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

Buggest you Iinvestigate proposed land
condemnation in Washoe and Pershing Coun-
ties of area approximately 100 by &0 miles
for use as naval gunnery range, with thought
in mind of destruction of deer, antelope, and
upland game range and inaccessibility by
Nevada sportsmen.

‘WasHoE Robp AND GUN
CLUB,
DuaNeE M. RAMSEY,
President,
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Avugust 5, 1055,
Mr, JOHN SANFORD,
3 Reno, Nev.

DEear JoHN: I am enclosing coples of the
complete file on the withdrawal of the 2,026,~
800 acres Nevada territory in Washoe, Persh-
ing, and Humboldt Counties by the Navy for
use as bombing range.

John, a prevention of the Navy withdrawal
of this land will put an end to the Fallon
Naval Air Station expansion. Governor
Russell, and others, including the fish and
game commission are opposing this land
withdrawal. This matter is of such serious
and extreme importance, that I believe the
decision should rest with the State adminis-
tration and the people of Nevada.

When the arguments have been weighed
pro and con, and the decision has been made
by the people of the State, I will go along
with them and assist in any way that I can.

With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely,
GEORGE W. MALONE,
United States Senator.
Avgust 5, 1955,
Mr. FRANK W. GROVES,
Director, State of Nevada Fish and
Game Commission, Reno, Neuv.

DeEar FranNk: Relative to the proposed
withdrawal of 2,026,800 acres of Nevada ter-
ritory in Washoe, Pershing, and Humboldt
Counties by the Navy for use as a bombing
range, I am enclosing copies of the corre-
spondence with Governor Russell and Mr,
Callaghan, which are self-explanatory.

The situation is of such importance to the
Lovelock and Fallon areas that I consider it
best to put the cards on the table so that a
decision for the best interest of the State of
Nevada may be reached by the State admin-
istration and the people themselves. I will
assist in any way possible in carrying out the
program decided upon.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
| GEORGE' Wi MALONE,
United States Senator.
RENoO, NEv,, July 26, 1955.
Senator GEORGE MALONE,
Washington, D. C.:

Nevada commission strongly opposes pro-
posed Navy withdrawal consisting of 2,026,-
880 acres in northern Washoe, Pershing, and
Humboldt Counties. Majority of area con-
sists of some of Nevada's best wildlife habitat
for antelope, mule deer, sage hen, and
chuckars. Also some of Nevada's largest
ranches and mining operations which, if
eliminated, will adversely affect the economy
of this part of Nevada. Commission respect-
fully urges that every effort be made to pre-
vent said proposed withdrawal from being
consummated.

FRANK W, GROVES,
. Director.
SENATOR DECLARES OPFOSITION TO NAVY PLAN
IN OFFICIAL PRESS RELEASE

‘Mr. MALONE. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
~ the REcorp at this point a release issued

by my office dated March 2, 1956.

There being no objection, the release
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

MarcH 2, 1956.

Senator GEORGE W. MaroNE today in-
formed Department of Defense and Navy
officials of his opposition to the proposed
acquisition of 3 million acres in Washoe,
Pershing, and Humboldt counties.

During a recent special trip to the State
MavonE appeared before both Houses of the
legislature to urge the formulation and ex-
pression of State policy in regards to Gov-
ernment land withdrawals.

“With the Government owning 87 percent
of the land in Nevada,” sald MaLonNE, “a
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realistic policy for the future is manda-
tory."

MaLoNE told his State Legislature that he
was prepared to go either way on the. issue
but that he could not go both ways and
stated, “Nevada must make up its mind
whether or not it wants continued large
withdrawals for military installations or de-
velopment of its taxable property through
its livestock, ranching, mining, and indus-
tries.

“Since this time the State of Nevada has
expressed its policy through resolutions by
both the State assembly and a special State
senate committee, the latter by an over-
whelming 8 to 1 vote.

“The decision, which has weighed in favor
of Nevada's future growth in mining, ranch-
ing, and industry against immediate plans
for increased military payrolls and other ex-
penditures, has now been made and I will
further this poliecy with every means at my
disposal.

‘“However, these two important economic
policies in the immediate case at hand, are
not incompatible and I am working with
Navy, Air, and Defense Departments to pro-
vide an equitable solution.”

MavroNE stated: “Governor Charles Rus-
gell has joined me in requesting the Air
Corps, Navy, and the Army to coordinate
their aerial training operations in the utili-
zation of the areas already withdrawn for
such operations.

“Particularly I have requested the coor-
dinated Navy and Alr Corps use of the huge
Nellis-Tonopah bombing range, one of the
largest and finest air facilities of this kind
in the world.

“I have demanded reports on possible co-
ordinated Navy and Air Corps utilization of
this range. which is larger than most east-
ern States and am convinced that both
branches can be adequately served from this
area. :

“Although joint Air and Navy reports indi-
cate that in combined flight use, supporting
Nellis Air Field would be saturated, I have
pointed out this could readily be overcome
by the reactivation of the huge Tonopah
Airbase for Navy use, at the northwest end
of that range which would be used for re-
fueling and temporary personnel quarter-
ing. I have long urged the Defense Depart-
ment to utilize this base to effect a maxi-
mum realization of the huge wartime ex-
penditures to develop this field.

“I am happy to report that in working
with the Department of Air in this matter,
I have just been Informed by General
Twining that this Department would make
available for Navy use at least 1 million acres
in the northwest Nellis-Tonopah A Range
nearest the Tonopah and Fallon airfields.”

MaronNe followed this up with a meeting
with Assistant Secretary of Navy, Raymond
H. Fogler; his assistant, Thomas Callaghan;
Adm. T. 8. Comb, Deputy Chief, Naval Opera-
tions for Air; Capt. W. L. Davison, Aviation;
Shore Establishment Branch; and Roger
Fulling, Director of the Defense Department
Office of Construction.

“I have been informed by this group,”
continued Marong, “that the Navy will now
study this area to determine if this area
which has been made available will lend
itself to the training programs planned for
the Washoe, Humboldt, and Pershing County
area.

“Since 1947 congressional policy has fa-
vored a coordination of service facilities and
a future unification. The combined use of
the Nellis-Tonopah Range will be a positive
step in this direction and will evidence good
faith on the part of the services involved.

“I will keep the people of the State of
Nevada informed on this latest development
and course of action.”

Joun Tom Ross,
Ezecutive Secretary to Senator
George W. Malone,

March 5

TAX VALUES GIVEN IN AREA NAVY SOUGHT FOR
. GUNNERY RANGE

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp at this point the present
tax valuation by county in the proposed
naval gunnery range.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

PRESENT TAx VALUATION BY COUNTY IN

PROPOSED NavaL GUNNERY RANGE

Washoe County: $800,000 to $10 million
tax evaluation; $40,000 (based on' $800,000)
actual taxes annually.

Pershing County: $360,000 tax evaluation;
$10,000 actual taxes annually.

Humboldt County: $500,000 tax evalua-
tion; $12,200 actual taxes annually.

EIGHTIETH CONGRESS PASSED LAW TO UNIFY
ARMED SERVICES

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, in 1947,
which was my first year in the Senate,
Congress passed Public Law 253 of the
80th Congress, which attempted to unify
the armed services of the United States.
We all know that for many years the
armed services had grown like Topsy.

We had the First World War, which
was my particular war so far as military
service was concerned. Then we had
World War II, during which I served
as a special consultant to the Military
Affairs Committee and to the Secretary
of War on the subject of military estab-
lishments and on strategic and ecritical
minerals and materials. Then we had
the third world war, or the Korean police
action, during which I served in the
Senate.

I liked very little I saw done during
}ho‘;se two wars, but that is another sub-

ect.
EACH SERVICE HAS SEPARATE AIR ARM

We did make an earnest attempt in
1947 to consolidate the armed services.
They had worked at cross purposes, each
one of them having its own various units
within it. Each one, for example, had
its own air unit. The Army had its own
air unit and the Navy had its own air
unit. Now I understand that there is an
air unit in the Marine Corps. I am
all for those services, but there are things
that are just out of this world and that
should not happen to any country.

NATIONAL SECURITY ACT OF 1847

World War II demonstrated with
startling clarity that the demands of
modern warfare called for a far tighter
integration of all phases of national ef-
fort than was the case in World War I.
In no field of our prodigious wartime en-
deavor had this need for unity of effort
been more apparent than in the opera-
tions of the Armed Forces themselves.
The solution to this very complex prob-
lem lay in a plan of voluntary coordina-
tion among the Army, Navy, and Air
Force. In the face of such widely dif-
fering opinions, it is not strange that
over 3 years elapsed before an acceptable
solution was formulated, and the Na-
tional Security Act of 1947 was enacted
into law. This act was admittedly a
compromise between the two extremes of
opinion, but it was regarded at the time
as the most suitable basis upon which to
build for the future. The declaration of
policy which appears in section 2 of that
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act is so fundamental to the basic con-
cept of the statute as to merit quoting it
at this point. It reads:

In enacting this legislation, it is the intent
of Congress to provide a comprehensive pro-
gram for the future security of the United
States; to provide for the establishment of
integrated policies and procedures for the
departments, agencies, and functions of the
Government relating to the national secu-
rity; to provide three military departments
for the operation and administration of the
Army, the Navy (including naval aviation
and the United States Marine Corps), and
the Air Force, with thelr assigned combat
and service components; to provide for their
authoritative coordination and unified direc-
tion under civilian control but not to merge
them; to provide for the effective strateglc
direction of the Armed Forces and for their
operation under unified control and for their
integration into an efficient team of land,
naval, and air forces.

An explanation of the National Secu-
rity Act of 1947 is readily available to
anyone who is interested. I merely wish
to emphasize at this time that the em-
phasis was on unification and coopera-
tion.

NEED ONE STRONG AIR CORPS, NOT FOUR

When I say this, Mr. President, it is
with the most kindly approach to the
3 services, but they have 3 or 4 Air Corps
in the Armed Services. We have 'to
have air strength in order to hit fast,
accurately, and hard enough to stop an
enemy. But we do not need 4 Air Corps;
we need 1 Air Corps. .

I hope Congress will get around to this
business before very long.

The reason I have brought it up to-
day is that we were on the verge of
having a complete naval air unit in
Nevada. There is no doubt in the world
that we needed it, if they are going to
operate separately from the Air Corps.

ATR CORPS HOLDS VAST AREA
. But the Air Corps already had an area
90 by 100 miles in extent, nearly 100
miles square. In Nevada we could put
several States of the Union, and the
only way they could be found would be
if a prospector happened to run onto
them some day. My State is 600 miles
by 400 miles in extent. In my effort to
coordinate the work, so far as my State
is concerned, I do not intend to enter
individually into any quarrel about who
should do this or do that, but we have
to have our feet on the ground, and I
have introduced into the ReEcorp enough
information for the Senate to under-
stand that it is a serious matter in the
public lands States.
AIR CORPS URGED TO SHARE HUGE AREA
WITH NAVY

Therefore, I suggested to the Air
‘Corps, knowing that they were not using
all of its area, that it might set aside
a million or more acres for the Navy,
allowing the Navy to keep what they had
in the Black Rock Desert and in the area
north of Fallon and the smaller areas,
and that the Air Corps and the Atomic
Energy Commission keep what they had
in the Tonepah bombing range.

The Atomic Energy Commission was
utilizing its area, and the Air Corps was
not., I am sure there is more land if
the Navy has to have it.
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SENATOR DISCUSSES PROBLEM WITH AIR CORPS
AND NAVY OFFICERS

I invited Air Corps and Navy Depart-
ment representatives to my office to talk
the matter over.

When the representatives of the Air
Corps and representatives of the Navy,
all fine men and all for this country,
left my office, they agreed to sit down
and fry to work out the problem. In
doing that, they will be working to-
gether in the area, and it might be the
start of their working together elsewhere
in coordinating their bombing opera-
tions.

Mr. President, reactivation of the huge
Tonopah Air Base for Navy use will cer-
tainly enlarge the use of that important
field and will relieve the need for fur-
ther withdrawal of valuable rangeland.

Mr. President, in connection with the
ranges, the cattle and sheep ranges, in
my State and the mining operations
there, I ask unanimous consent to have
included in the Recorp at this point ex-
cerpts from my report as State engi-
neer, in June of 1932, as marked on pages
71 to 82. i

There being no objection, the matter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE STATE RANGE COMMISSION

The proper control and utilization of the
public lands within our State have been
problems of major importance for at least 30
years, or since the number of livestock on
the open range reached the point where all
of the available feed thereon was completely
utilized.
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The legislature created what is known as
the State range commission in 1929 for
the purpose of determining and reporting to
the 1931 legislature the “principles, laws or
policies that should apply to the grazing
user of the natural range forage resources
of the publicly owned lands within Ne-
vada * * * that should prevail for the best
public interest.” The State engineer was
made a member of that body by law. The
report of this commission, dated March 4,
1931, to the legislature of the State of Ne-
vada follows:

*““The commission: Hon. F. B. Balzar, Gov-
ernor, chairman; Hon. J. F. Shaughnessy,
secretary; Hon. George W. Malone, State en-
gineer, member.

“CONCLUSIONS

“1. That the highest development of the
livestock industry of the State is dependent
upon the proper use of the public lands for
grazing purposes.

*2. That such proper use is only possible
to the extent that a user or users can be

of the benefits from his or their
particular range. ]

“3. That the present economiec setup, in-
cluding existing- equities and investments,
must not be disturbed.
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“4. That future prospecting and mining,
and water development for irrigation pur=
Pposes must not be disturbed.

“6. That any method of range unit con-
trol must provide like protection to all right-
ful users, regardless of the size of such units.

“6. That the taxable value of the outlying
ranches used for livestock purposes is di-
rectly dependent upon the range units.

“7. That if protection is afforded such
range units, agreements will be made, in the
case of more than one user entitled to the
same range, and that the result will be the
building up of the range values in accord-
ance with good practice.

8. That if encroachments upon the legiti-
mate user or users are prevented, then
further improvements will be made upon
the ranges, particularly the development of
water for stock-watering purposes upon the
winter ranges, where large investments for
this purpose are necessary.

“9. That if a method can be found for
the protection of range units by legislative
action, allowing the economic trends of the
industry to develop, it would be unsound to
invite supervision of the ranges by either
the Federal Government or State, necessi-
tating large expenditures by these agencies
and a corresponding tax upon the livestock
industry.

“RECOMMENDATIONS

“That the present legislature should enact
such legislation pointing to ultimate con=-
trol of range units by the user or users of
such range as can properly be enforced un-

der the police powers of the State.

“It would then follow that if Congress acts
favorably on the public domain committee
report to the President in the matter of Fed-
eral recognition of the State’s method of
control of the range, the State legislature
could then properly exercise such control,
beyond the police powers of the State, to
regulate the movement of livestock on the
public domain.

“REPORT

“Report to the Legislature of the State of
Nevada, March 4, 1931, pursuant to an act
passed on March 26, 1929, creating the State
range commission for the purpose of in-
vestigating range conditions, Section 2 of
the act follows:

*‘SEc, 2, It shall be the duty of the com=-
mission to conduct a study and investigation
to determine the principles, laws, or policies
that should apply to the grazing use of the
natural range forage resource of the publicly
owned lands within Nevada; for the purpose
of facilitating that relationship between that
resource and the economic structure of Ne~
vada, and particularly its proper contribu-
tion to the revenues thereof, that should pre~
vail for the best public interest, as well as to
make public from time to time its findings,
and to foster and promote such steps as in its
judgment are required for the best public
interests in this connection.’

“Organizations appearing before the com-
mission during the hearings held include the

“following:

“United States Forest Service.

"Agricultural Extension Service.

“Nevada Land and Livestock Aseociation.

“Mine Operators’ Assoeiation of Nevada.

“Bureau of Mines.

“Bankers' Assoclation of Nevada.

“Nevada Taxpayers' Association.

“Southern Pacific Co.

“Western Pacific Railroad Co.

“Los Angeles & Salt Lake Rallway Co.

“Chambers of commerce of various towns.

“Other civic organizations.

“These organizations were practically
unanimous in declaring that some form of
range unit control is necessary, the Forest
Service indicating that if turned over to
them, they would immediately devise some
method of allocating it to individuals.
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“BASIS OF POLICY

“Tt is concluded, however, that any method
adopted must provide a system or policy that
will, over a period of years, develop along the
following general lines:

“1, That the maximum taxable property
and business revenues may be developed in
the State through this natural resource,
pending the time that the public lands may
be taken up under the regular land or mining
laws, with due regard to the expense and
efficlency of such system.

“2, That due to the requirements of the
industry upon these lands of little value, re-
guiring as they do in most cases balanced
winter, summer, spring, and fall ranges and
ranch units, these economic units developed
over a long period of years must not be upset,
and that any method adopted must encour-
age development along the natural trends of
the industry.

3. That prospecting and mining for min-
‘erals, nonmetallic products, and other re-
sources, or legitimate homesteading of lands
where water may be developed, either surface
or underground, for irrigation purposes must
not be interfered with in any manner.

“4, That any method adopted must pro-
vide the same protection for all livestock
units, regardless of the size of such units.

“There are approximately 55 million acres
of unreserved, unappropriated public domain
in Nevada, in addition to approximately
6 million acres within the forest reserve
boundaries and of the unreserved area, Gov-
ernment reports show that an average of 40
acres for a sheep unit and 140 acres for a
cow unit are required for grazing purposes.
The low feed value of these areas creates a
unique condition on the Nevada public do-
main that must be met.

“The maximum of taxable property and
business revenues -can only be developed
through the natural cond.tions surrounding
“the industry. It has been demonstrated in
this State that a livestock unit must consist
of a balanced summer, winter, fall, and spring
range. The winter range may consist all or
Ain part of ranching property where sufficient
feed can be raised to take care of the stock
through the winter season. These ranches
must be balanced against the range units.

“The value of the outlylng ranches, where
transportation conditions make it infeasible
to raise agricultural products for the market,
is dependent upon the range units. It is
well known that the taxable value of the
ranches is directly dependent upon the value
of such range unit, and that when any of
the range is lost, the carrying capacity of
the unit is decreased without a decrease in
the investment, the value of the whole unit
thus being impaired.

“The present economic setup has been
brought about through development over a
long period of years, and the heavy general
losses incident to any sudden change are to
be avoided.

“‘The development of the industry for more
than 50 years has followed natural economic
‘“trends and shaped itself to the natural con-
ditions encountered, and this must be recog-
nized in any system that may be adopted.

“The mining industry is very well satisfied
with the present condition, and is one of the
-principal industries of the State, and any
system adopted must not interfere in any
manner with prospecting or mining develop-
ment; or legitimate homesteading of such
lands where either underground or surface
water can be developed in sufficient quan-
tities for irrigation purposes. Therefore, any
system adopted along the lines of providing
control of the use of such lands for grazing
purposes should be such that it can be sup-
planted by more valuable uses, such as min-
ing or irrigation.

“The livestock Industry, following 1its
natural economic trends, has developed vari-
ous sized units, from a few head of stock up
to several thousand sheep or cattle in one
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unit, dependent upon the number of topo=-
graphic and economic conditions. Any
method adopted must take this situation into
account.
*“EVIDENCE CONSIDERED
“All of this evidence has been carefully
considered, together with the experience of
the various State departments having to do
with range management, in order to arrive
at a proper policy with reference to the use
of the public lands of the State.

“RANGE POLICY

“The first use made of the public lands for
the ranging of livestock was begun more than
60 years ago, and at that time no particular
system of acquiring either the lands or the
control of their use was available, and none
was needed, since there was enough range
for all purposes; but as time went on and
greater numbers of livestock were brought
into the country, it became increasingly evi-
dent that some control was necessary for
‘the established user. This was attempted in

various ways by the users of the range in .

accordance with existing laws, which were
improved or added to from time to time, but
in general hinged around two methods:

“1. Acquiring ownership of all of the avail-
able land or enough thereof to control stra-
tegic points, so that any other user, to make
efficient use of the range, must become a
trespasser, with the usual penalty.

“2. Owning or controlling the use of all
of the available water for livestock purposes.

“Acquiring ownership of land did not prove
successful for two reasons. In the first
instance the land laws were not sufficiently
broad to allow land to be acquired in all of
the necessary points, and in the second place
too large an investment was required. The
feed value of the average public land was in
no way commensurate with the cost of such
land, and the taxes were too great to be sup-
ported by the livestock industry if all or any
-great amount of the land to be used for
grazing purposes had to be owned,

- “Controlling the use of all of the available
water was not feasible for the reason that on
the majority of the lands there was enough
water to take care of considerably more live-
stock than the range could support, there-
fore rights could be acquired on the same
watering hole or spring by different livestock
organizations, and this could be continued
even after there was no available range, and
therefore led to overgrazing and range fights.

“THE STOCKWATERING ACT

“This condition caused the livestock in-
dustry to cast about for ways and means to
better control range units, and in 1925 led
to the enactment of what is known as the
Nevada Stockwatering Act, which provides in
general that the amount of feed available
is the criterion for the granting of further
stockwatering rights instead of the amount
of water, and makes it mandatory for the
State engineer to discontinue granting of
further stockwatering rights when all of the
available feed is being utilized from the sub-
sisting rights, regardless of the amount of
unappropriated water that might be avail-
‘able, and further provides a penalty for wa-
tering more than 50 head of livestock more
than once a season at or within 3 miles of
such subsisting right without the right so
to do.

“ALL RANGE UTILIZED

*“It is well known that all of the range has
been utilized in Nevada for at least 25 years,
and for that length of time any new stock
that has been brought into the State have
merely displaced, on an average, a like num-
ber that were already here and have not,
therefore, increased the taxable wealth of
the State. The Stockwatering Act, however,
made it possible to prevent a continuation
of this practice in the case of all ranges
where grazing requires the use of watering
places,
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“PROTECTION POLICY AND RANGE MAPS

“Early in 1927 the State engineer's office
announced a policy of protection for the user
or users of any range to the extent that they
would be notified directly when new applica-
tions were made for stockwatering rights
within the limits of the range claimed by
them, so that protests might be filed by
them; and, also, that in the hearing of such
protests the burden of proof was on the new
applicant to show that there was range in
that area not being utilized from subsisting
rights. This policy is still in effect and,
together with a system of range maps cover-
ing most of the State, has gone a long way
toward stabilizing range values.

“RIGHT TO THE USE OF RANGE

“It Is evident that where such large areas
are required to support livestock units some
method must be found that will eventually
lead to a control of the range use in such
manner that it -5 not necessary' for the
users to make large investments in lands of
little value in order that the highest bene-
ficlal use of these values may be secured.
This has led to a very careful investigation
and study to determine whether or not it
is possible to provide a system whereby con-
trol of the use of the range may be acquired
in the same manner as the right to the use
of water, retaining the control just so long
as it is put to beneficial use, and could be
lost by nonuse the same as the right to the
use of water.

“CONTROL NECESSARY

“From the evidence gathered at the various
hearings of the commission from widely
varied interests, and from experience gained
through long association with the industry,
it is practically a unanimous conclusion that
some form of control must be exercised and
that range units must be controlled and their
use limited to certain users so that there is
no incentive to overgraze the lands, but
that on the other hand the range values will
be built up and developed in accordance with
good range practice for the benefit of the
industry, the State, and the Nation.

“METHODS OF CONTROL

“There are several methods by which such
control can be obtained, which warrant con-
slderation on their merits as to their effi-
clency and economy of operation in the man-
agement of these lands of little value, until
such time as they may be taken up under
the regular land or mining laws:

*“1. Private ownership.

*2. Leasing system.

*3. Federal supervision.

“4. Range unit control through State leg-
islation along the lines of the Stockwatering
Act to establish control over range units
without supervision by any agency.

“Private ownership would be the ideal sys-
tem if the lands had sufficient value and
earning power to justify such ownership,
In the first place, however, it appears that
to bring about such ownership it would be
necessary to reorganize the entire tax struc-
ture of the State so that lands could be
assessed at a very low value, instead of a
minimum of $1.256 per acre as exists at this
time, and also that it would be almost, if
not entirely, impossible to set a price on such
lands low enough that the livestock indus-
try could stand the extra investment. Fur-
ther, some of the public lands have very
great mineral value, far in excess of their
value for grazing purposes, and it seemed
questionable whether large areas of such
low grazing value should be allowed to pass
into private ownership for that purpose
alone, with the danger that prospecting for
minerals might be retarded and, even when
such minerals were found, the owners of
the property might prevent development or
make it so expensive that the incentive
therefor would be impalred.

“The leasing system seemed to provide a
logical method to determine who would be
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entitled to the use of the grazing areas.
However, that also seems to be inadvisable,
since any leasing system must be predicated
on the value of the lands for grazing pur-
poses, and it would seem that on lands of so
little value it might provide an extra load
that might become very burdensome., Leas-
ing would also require some kind of super-
vision, and it seems doubtful whether the
earnings from such system would pay the
supervision costs.

“Federal supervision along the lines the
forest reserve now follows is a very efficlent
method. Some of the objectionable prac-
tices now followed could probably be ironed
out and made entirely satisfactory, except
that the fees charged must agaln be on a
basis of what the feed is worth, and the
grazing values are so small that it is difficult
to fix a price low enough not to be burden-
some, Further, such charges rarely cover
the cost of supervision, so that the Govern-
ment, then, is subjected to a continued ex-
pense beyond the return, and the stockmen
are subjected to a continued charge which
they are little able to bear at this time in
addition to the necessary expenses already
incident to their industry.

“It has never been the policy of the Gov-
ernment to charge for the grazing use of the
unreserved public domain, even through the
Middle West, but the practice has been to
get it taken up for private use,

“PUBLIC DOMAIN POLICY

" *The Government’s policy for more than
100 years, relative to the public domain, has
been to meet the situation with proper land
and mining laws, so that patents may issue
when the land is valuable enough for either
agriculture or mining purposes to make it
desirable, allowing the public use of such
land and necessary regulation by the State
until it has been taken up under the regular
land or mining laws, or been reserved for
some specific purpose,

“The policy of range unit control through
State legislation along the lines of the Stock
Watering Act to establish private control over
range units, without supervision by any pub-
lic agency or making necessary ownership of
the land, seems to be the most feasible
method, if it can be properly worked out so
that the range users may have controlled
use of the public lands for grazing purposes
until such time as the land may be taken up
for mining, homesteading, or other legiti-
mate purposes. Under such a plan the users
would only be putting out such expense as
considered necessary by them, and providing
ways and means of regulating the movement
of livestock to make the most of the existing
possibilities.

“STOCK WATER RIGHTS

“Control in the use of the range through
stock water rights, as provided in the stock
watering law, may now be held in either of
two ways:

“1. Vested stock watering rights.

“2, Stock watering permits from the State.

“It is concluded by the commission that
it would be unwise to initiate any legislation
that would upset the established situation
of range control as established in this con-
nection, and which has received the approval
of our State supreme court.

“SUPERVISION NOT NEEDED

“It is thought that it would not be neces-
eary or advisable to project legislation be-
yond providing a method of establishing
range control in the user or users of such
range. This would protect such user or
users from encroachment by others upon
their range units without the need for super-
vision by any agency, and give them the op-
portunity to work out their own range prob=-
lems in accordance with the most feasible
method of range development possible in our
circumstances.,
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“RANGE AGREEMENTS OR DISTRICTS

“It 1s not the fact that a range user must
deal with other legitimate wusers of such
range units or make arrangements to co=-
operate with such wusers that makes our
range livestock industry uncertain—it is the
fact that after adjustments have been
settled, as between the rightful users, and
agreements can be made or grazing districts
formed between users to prevent overgrazing,
an entirely new user may come in under cer=
tain conditions, upset the arrangement and
cause improper use of such range, foreing
the legitimate users to overgraze the range
to gain any use for themselves., Range
agreements between users are therefore ren=
dered useless until some form of legislation
can be had to prevent their subsequent up=-
setting.

“PROPERTY INVESTMENTS

“Property investments are the important
thing in the State. Therefore, any legisla-
tion pointing toward range unit control by
the users should take into account and en-
courage property investment.

“WATER DEVELOPMENT

“If control can be had over Iindividual
range units, it is believed that investments
will be made on the range, especially in water
development on the winter ranges, thereby
causing a more efficlent use of that area
with a subsequent increase in the total range
values of the State.

“The 1931 legislature, after considering the
report of the Commission, passed what has
since become known as the 1931 Range Act,
which conforms to the recommendation of
the Commission that: ‘Legislation should be
enacted pointing to ultimate control of range
units by the user or users of such range as
can properly be enforced under the police
powers of the State.’

“Section 1 of the act provides:

“'Section 1. It shall be unlawful to graze
livestock on any part of the unreserved and
unappropriated public lands of the United
States in the State of Nevada, when such
grazing will or does prevent, restrict or inter-
fere with the customary use of such land
for grazing livestock by any person who, by
himself or his grantors or predecessors, shall
have become established, either exclusively
or in common with others, in the grazing use
of such lands by operation of law or under
and in accordance with the customs of the
graziers of the region involved: Provided,
That this act shall not prohibit the grazing
on any part of such public lands of livestock
owned, kept or used for work or milking pur-
poses by any ranch owner or bona fide settler,
for his domestic use, as distinguished from
commercial use, nor prohibit the grazing of
any livestock necessary for and used in con-
nection with any mining or construction
work or other lawful work of similar char-
acter. Customary or established use as
graziers, otherwise than under the operation
of law, as herein used, shall be deemed to in-
clude the continuous, open, notorlous, peace=
able and public use of such range seasonally
for a period of 5 years or longer immediately
prior to the approval of this act by the per-
son or his grantors and/or predecessors in
interest except in cases where initiated with-
out protest or confiict to prior use or occu-
pancy thereof. It is further provided that
any change in such customary use so estab-
lished shall not be made hereafter so as to
prevent, restrict or interfere with the cus-
tomary or established use of any other person
or persons.’

“A penalty is provided for violation of
this act.

*“This act has since been held constitu-
tional by the Fourth Judicial District Court
in a well-written decision by Hon., L. O,
Hawkins, in which he says in part:

“‘The legislature when enacting the 1931
grazing law no doubt had in mind the de-
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clsions of our Supreme Court upon the acts
of 1919 (as well as the 1925 Stock Grazing
law). And by the passage of such measure
exercised its police powers to preserve the
peace upon the public domain within its
borders, hoping thereby to bring stability to
a great industry of our people. Their efforts
should not be set at naught, uniess it clearly
appears they exceeded their constitutional
authority, or that the act is clearly in con-
fiict with Federal laws upon the same matter.

**As hereinbefore stated, every legislative
act is presumed to be constitutional and
within legislative powers. That presumption
should be allowed full weight in considering
the constitutionality of the act now before
court, for we all know and realize the mag-
nitude of the evil sought to be created by
the passage of that act. In addition to the
hundreds of breaches of the peace committed
because of controversies over range rights
on the public domain, some of which have
caused loss of human lives, and many pros-
perous ranch holdings have been rendered
almost valueless by unrestricated grazing the
nearby public domain; which deplorable
state of affairs will continue if the act is
held vold, and most of which, if not all,
will be avoided in the future by sustaining
and enforcing the said law.

“‘There is no doubt that if the lands in
question belong to the State the legislature
could pass the Grazing Act of 1931, and al-
though it is not the owner thereof, the people
of this State, as well as those of our neigh-
boring States, are entitled to protection in
their use and enjoyment of the grasses grow=
ing upon those lands. The Federal Govern-
ment has not yet seen fit to exercise any
control over such lands, thereby assuring to
sald users peace and protection. Congress
not having so acted, it seems to me not only
the right but the duty of the States to regu-
late, and in proper cases prohibit, the use
of such lands to the end they may be of
the greatest benefit to the most people pos-
sible; ever having in mind the supreme duty
of the State to preserve the peace within
its borders.

“‘Belleving the act constitutional, as be-
ing a reasonable exercise of the police powers
of the State, that it creates no right in or
grants no privilege to those individuals com-
ing within the definition of “established
grazlers,” that provision IV of the act grants
unto plaintiff the right to injunctive relief,
and that the complaint states facts sufficient
to constitute a cause of action against de-
fendant, it is ordered that the demurrer of
defendant be, and the same is, overruled.’

“The 1931 Range Act, in the opinion of
livestock men familiar with its operation,
dovetails with the 1925 Nevada Stock Water
Act In that it provides for the control of the
range by the customary users where owner-
ship of the right to use the water for stock-
watering purposes does not furnish such
control. There is very little, if any, water
available on the winter ranges. Snow is uti-
lized as a substitute, and there is no provision
for acquiring rights to its use.

“In 1925 the Nevada Stock Water Act was
passed, and sections 2 and 3 of this act pro-
vide that:

“‘Sec. 2. Whenever one or more persons
shall have a substitute right to water range
livestock at a particular place, and in suffi-
clent numbers to utilize substantially all
that portion of the public range readily avail-
able to livestock watering at that place, no
appropriation of water from either the same
or a different source shall subsequently be
made by another for the purpose of water-
ing range livestock in such numbers, and in
such proximity to the watering place first
mentioned, as to enable the proposed appro-
priator to deprive the owner or owners of
the existing water right of the grazing use
of sald portion of the public range, or to sub=
stantially interfere with or impair the value
of such grazing use and of such water right.
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_"igpc, 3. Before approving any application
for the right to use water for watering live-
stock, the State engineer shall determine, by
examination on the ground or otherwise, that
the right and use applied for will not contra-
vene the policy of section 2 of this act. If
he shall determine that the right applied
for will contravene such policy, he must re-
ject the application. If the water applied
for shall be along the course of or in the
immediate vicinity of an established or cus-
tomary driving route for moving livestock
from one range to ancther, the State engi-
neer may reject the application even if no
previous right shall exist for any portion of
such water, if he shall determine that such
water will best subserve the public interests
by being reserved for the watering of live-
stock while so being driven along such cus-
tomary driving route.’

“A penalty is provided for violation of this
act.

“The Supreme Court of Nevada has held
this act constitutional.

“The Range Act, the Stock Water Act, and
the work of this office, in connection with
range control, are aimed at control of the
range by the customary users without addi-
tional expense to the State, the Federal Gov-
ernmental, or the users of such range.

“The Colorado law goes much further and
provides for adjudication of the range, first
as between sheep and cattle, and second in
designating the number of either kind of
livestock that any one user may have on any
range used in common. Legislation of this
character may very well form another step in
our progress in range control when our leg-
islature may judge that we ready for it.
This may be done in the same manner as our
water adjudications are now handled,
through the State engineer's office, at a min-
imum of expense, and the decisions made
subject to appeal to the district court for
review, as in the case of applications for per-
mit to appropriate water.

“The State engineer, acting also as a mem-
ber of the State range commission, has as-
slsted in organizing several range districts,
as suggested in the report of the range com-
mission to the 1931 legislature, which are
located for the most part in the winter
range in the southeastern part of the State,
where water does not control the range and
where they must rely in a large measure on
the 1931 act.

“H. R. 11816, known as the Colton bill,
provides that the Secretary of the In-
terior shall take over at his discretion any
ar all of the unreserved and unappropriated
lands, provide for their supervision, and
charge what he considers the feed is worth
for range purposes under leases. This bill
was Introduced by Hon. Don Colton, Con-
gressman from Utah.

“The State engineer appeared before the
Public Lands Committee in Washington,
D. C.,, May 17, 1932, and testified in regard
to Nevada's position on any national legis-
lation relative to control of the public do-
main, and later submitted a brief which is
included in the published hearings (on p. 32)
on H. R. 11816, May 3 to June 2, 1932.

“The conclusions and recommendations
made to the Committee on Public Lands at
that time follow:

* ‘CONCLUSIONS

“‘1. That of the 180 million acres of un-
appropriated unreserved public domain in
the 11 Western States, 56 million acres, or 30
percent, are included in Nevada; and that of
the 52 million acres of the remaining un-
surveyed territory in this area, 22 million
acres, or 42 percent, are located within Ne-
vada; and that 90 percent of the area of the
State is drained into lakes and “sinks” lo-
cated entirely within the State.

*‘2, That Nevada being the sixth largest
State in the Union (70 million acres), has less

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

population (91,000) and the least taxable
property ($208 million) of any State.

*‘8. That due to such widely varled condi-
tions, from absolutely barren areas in the
Great American Desert through Nevada to
the short-grass country in States of greater
railnfall, with elevations ranging from below
sea level to more than 10,000 feet above,
with climate ranging from 50° below zero in
winter to 130° above in summer in different
areas, that no one method of range control
will fit all conditions, making it absolutely
essential to follow long adopted policies in
local areas.

**4, That some regulation is both neces-
sary and desirable.

“'6. That such regulation can be brought
about by “operation of law" protecting the
“customary user,” through the policy adopted
by the Nevada statutes, without additional
expense to the Government, and very little
to the range user, and that any system
adopted must recognize agreements made in
assoclations or districts composed of actual
users of such rangelands.

“ ‘6. That the long-established policy of
the Government in relation to the public
lands should be continued, passing the lands
into the hands of the legitimate users of
such lands, on the payment of nominal filing
fees.

“*“7. That on lands such as those included
in the Nevada area, where Government rec-
ords show that it requires 140 acres to sup-
port a “cow unit” 1 year, and 40 acres for a
“sheep unit,” any charge made comparable
with the value of the feed upon such lands
would not pay for its supervision,

“ ‘8. That adequate watershed protection
will be had when the “customary user” of
the range is allowed to protect such range
by “operation of law,” and can build up and
protect his range in accordance with good
practice. Where the range is protected the
watershed protection is automatically taken
care of.

“ ‘0, That the Stock Grazing Act, allowing
the location of 640 acres where no water is
found, should be repealed, since that amount
of acreage is of no practical value, and only
allows unscrupulous individuals to locate
such homesteads inside of range units already
established and built up, thereby forcing the
“customary user” to buy the homesteads.

**10. That principles and policies of “range
control” adopted by law, by any State, regu-
lating the movement of livestock upon the
public lands for the protection by law of the
users of such lands must be recognized, then
such laws are not discriminatory between
the States, thereby recognizing associations
or districts made up of owners of established
“units,” operating at no expense to the Gov-
ernment and very little to themselves. It is
concluded that any method setting up a new
system of charges in this connection at this
time would be unwise,

* ‘RECOMMENDATIONS

*“‘l. That any public-land legislation
passed by the Congress of the United States
should recognize policies and methods
adopted by State law regulating the move-
ment of livestock on the public domain that
are not discriminatory between the States,

“'2. That the cperation of any method
inaugurated by the Congress, providing for
supervision of such public lands, should be
made optional with the State involved or
with assoclations or districts made up of the
“established users” of such rangelands.'”
ISSUE OF WITHDRAWING PUBLIC LANDS COULD

REACH WIDE SCOPE

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I want-
ed to put this matter before the Senate
because it may be that the withdrawal of
large areas from public-lands States on
the theory that most of the areas were
not heretofore utilized, could develop into
more than a local situation.
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That is the reason why I emphasize
that the people of Nevada for approxi-
mately a century have utilized every acre
of public lands, and if there were any way
in the world to obtain a patent to those
lands, they would have done so.

Mr. President, on my recent return to
Nevada, I rode for a week with cattlemen
in southeastern Nevada. Every once in
a while I get away from Washington. I
have a little quarter horse, and I ride
with a man who runs 700 or 800 head of
cattle. A cow unit requires 140 acres.
A person can ride 30 miles and if he finds
20 head of cattle he is doing pretty well.
That is the way feed is utilized in the
public lands of the 11 Western States.
There is no other way of harvesting feed.
Therefore, Mr. President, I thoughtethe
question was serious enough to take it to
the Senate to explain it.

NAACP AND LUCY CASE

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there may be
printed in the REcorp an article appear-
ing in the New Orleans Item of March
4, 1956, entitled “NAACP and Lucy Case.”

The New Orleans Item is one of the
most liberal newspapers in the South.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

TacTics ROUSE RESENTMENT—NAACP AND
Lucy CASE

The National Assoclation for the Advance-
ment of Colored People has proved a poor
stage manager in the Autherine Lucy case.

What sympathy Autherine Lucy might have
had as an individual seeking better educa-
tional opportunities has been largely lost
for Autherine Lucy, the NAACP's pawn in
its Alabama court campaign.

From the moment this 26-year-old Bir-
mingham woman was escorted by NAACP
officials to register at Alabama University,
her every act has seemed plainly contrived
to fit this organization’s tactics.

And the NAACP's tactics have been arro-
gant enough to anger even those Southerners
like William Faulkner, Mississippi’s Nobel
prize-winning author, who has long pleaded
the Negro's case against discrimination.

“I was against compulsory segregation. I
am just as strongly against compulsory in-
tegration,” Faulkner sald Thursday. “Firstly,
of course, from principle. Secondly, because
I don't believe compulsion will work.”

The NAACP gave the university trustees
ground for expelling Miss Lucy when it filed
in her name a suit containing the ridiculous
charge that the university officials had con-
spired against her,

Though evidently they realized their error
and withdrew the accusation that President
Carmichael and the university administra-
tion “intentionally permitted persons to
mill about on the campus” to simulate “an
air of riot, disorder and rebellion” as an
excuse for refusing to allow her to attend
classes, the damage was done.

The charge was simply absurd in the light
of Dr. Carmichael’s statements and actions
throughout the whole affalr, and its insincer-
ity showed too plainly.

The NAACP’s next action—whisking their
controversial student away to New York by
the next plane—was another affront to
Southerners who bitterly resent Northern
masterminding.

Not only has the NAACP outsmarted it-
self In this case, by its own Intolerance and
unreasonableness it has endangered the
very cause of tolerance it professes to serve.



1956

ADJOURNMENT

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
think there is no further business to
come before the Senate at this time.
Therefore I move, Mr. President, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o’clock and 46 minutes p. m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Tuesday,
March 6, 1956, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate March 5 (legislative day of March
2),1956:

UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE

Stanley N. Barnes, of California, to be
United States circuit judge, ninth ecircuit,
vice William E. Orr, retired.

UniTep STATES PuBLIc HEALTH SERVICE

Leonard Andrew Scheele, of Michigan, to

be Surgeon General of the United States
Public Health Service for a term of 4 years.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MonpAY, MARrcH 5, 1956

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. R. Paul Caudill, First Baptist
Church, Memphis, Tenn., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Our Father in Heaven, we thank Thee
for our Nation, and for those used of
Thee to make our land a goodly heritage.
Bless, we pray Thee, the people of these
United States, and those who represent
us in Congress and in other places of
public trust.

Help us to distinguish between the
things that differ, and to know that the
perils that confront the world are the re-
sult of the scourge of materialism that
has invaded every realm of our existence.

Forgive us of our failure to live in
accord with the teachings of Thy word,
and so transform our lives, we beseech
Thee, in all their ways, that we may be-
come effective instruments of freedom
and peace for all mankind. Through
Jesus Christ our Lord we pray. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Fri-
day, March 2, 1956, was read and ap-
proved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Ast, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate disagrees to the amendment
of the House to the bill (S. 500) entitled
“An act to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the Colorado River storage
project and participating projects, and
for other purposes,” requests a confer-
ence with the House on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and ap-
points Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. JACKSON, Mr.
O'MaHONEY, Mr. MILLIKIN, and MTr.
WartkIns to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

UPPER COLORADO RIVER PROJECT

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado.

There was no objection.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time to formally thank each Mem-
ber of this honorable body who last
Thursday supported by his vote the leg-
islation authorizing the upper Colorado
River project. I am sure that while ex-
pressing my personal appreciation I also
express the thanks of the other Members
of the House who represent the States
of the upper Colorado River Basin, sev-
eral of whom sponsored similar bills.
Also, I am happy to convey the gratitude
of the people of this area, many of whom
have sent messages of appreciation to
me since the House passage of this bill.

In particular I desire to express to the
leadership on both sides of the aisle the
gratitude of those of us representing the
upper Colorado River Basin States. We
understand fully that it was their sup-
port and cooperative helpfulness that
meant so much in the successful outcome
of this struggle,

It is my understanding that H. R. 3383,
the upper Colorado River project bill,
received the strongest bipartisan support
ever given to so large a reclamation
project—this particular project, accord-
ing to my information, being one of the
largest if not the largest single reclama-
tion authorizing bill to ever come before
this body.

The vote on the legislation is indica-
tive of this bipartisan support, as well as
the universality of the nationwide ap-
proval of this program. On the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle, 136 voted for pas-
sage, 11 paired for passage, 63 voted
against passage, 9 paired against pas-
sage, and 12 were absent and not re-
corded. Thus, 67 percent of the Demo-
crats voted or paired in support of the
measure and 33 percent were opposed.
If consideration is given to total House
membership, then 64 percent of the
Democrats were shown to be favorable.

On the Republican side of the aisle 120
Republicans voted for passage, 1 paired
for passage, 73 voted against passage, 3
paired against passage, and 5 were ab-
sent and not recorded. Thus, 61 per-
cent of the Republicans voted or paired
in support of the measure and 39 per-
cent were opposed. If consideration is
given to total House membership, then
60 percent of the Republicans were
shown to be favorable.

As stated in the beginning, this is an
outstanding example of a successful bi-
partisan approach to one of our most im-
portant domestic problems—reclamation
and water-resource development.

Again, my sincere personal thanks to
those who were able to support the bill.

HON. JOSEPH W. MARTIN, JR.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks and to include a letter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEEATING. Mr. Speaker, today
marks the first day of the 32d year in
the Congress for our distinguished mi-
nority leader. I know not only Republi-
cans but Members on both sides of the
aisle will heartily endorse what our
President has written to our dear friend,
JoE MARTIN, when he said:

You have come to represent the truly
American character of the two-party sys-
tem—party integrity, responsibility and
loyalty, on the one hand; on the other, an
earnest recognition that in all matters con-
cerning the security of the Republic and
of all Americans, there must be a biparti-
san unity which in its spirit and expression
overrides all party differences.

We all salute our dear friend, the mi-
nority leader on this happy occasion
and wish him many, many years of
health, happiness and continued useful
service to his beloved country.

The complete text of President Eisen-
hower’s letter follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, March 3, 1956.
The Honorable JoserH W. MARTIN, JT.,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C,

Dear Joe: Tomorrow you celebrate your
81st anniversary as a Member of Congress.
With all your friends and associates, with
all who know you as citizen and legislator,
I join in warm congratulations.

Through your years of national service,
you have come to represent the truly Ameri-
can character of the two-party system—
party integrity, responsibility, and loyalty,
on the one hand; on the other, an earnest
recognition that in all matters concerning
the security of the Republic and of all
Americans, there must be a bipartisan unity
which in its spirit and expression overrides
all party differences.

On this occasion I should like to add a
deeply personal wish which, I am sure, is
shared by millions—that for many years to
come you will continue greatly to serve your
district, your party, and all America.

As ever,
DwicHT D. EISENHOWER,

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Speaker, the
reelection of a Member of Congress again
and again is a great tribute, the signifi-
cance of which he rarely understands
but one which is fully understood by the
electorate. The people whom JoE MARr=-
TIN represents appreciate his honesty,
his character, his Americanism, and his
faithfulness to duty, and it is natural
that they demand his continued service
in their interest. That is why our be-
loved colleague has served so many years
with little likelihood that he will cease to
be reelected for years to come.

We in the House of Representatives
who know him love him and are proud to
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